THE ROLE OF EMOTIONAL ATTACHMENT

IN CO-PRODUCTION

By
FERNANDO RAFAEL JIMENEZ AREVALO

Bachelor of Business Administration
Universidad Autonoma del Estado de México
Toluca, México
2001

Master of Science in International Studies
Oklahoma State University
Stillwater, Oklahoma
2005

Submitted to the Faculty of the
Graduate College of the
Oklahoma State University
in partial fulfillment of
the requirements for
the Degree of
DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY
July, 2009



COPYRIGHT
By
Fernando Rafael Jiménez Arévalo

July, 2009



THE ROLE OF EMOTIONAL ATTACHMENT

IN CO-PRODUCTION

Dissertation Approved:

Dr. Kevin E. Voss

Dr. Tracy A. Suter

Dr. Xiang Fang

Dr. Alex R. Zablah

Dr. James M. Pappas

Dr. A. Gordon Emslie

Dean of the Graduate College



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

Frequently, dissertations are viewed as a culnanaibt as a genesis. Often this
section acknowledges those who helped bring songetbian end. Instead, | view this
study as a beginning, and | would like to thanko&lhose who supported me to
commence a professional life doing the things &lov

First, | thank God for all the gifts in my life. 0, | am deeply grateful to my
advisor, chair, and mentor Dr. Kevin E. Voss fa@ imitiation to the field. He selflessly
guided me throughout my program and mentored nbe¢ome a colleague.

Also, thanks to my committee members Dr. Tracy Side Alex Zablah, Dr.
Xiang Fang, and Dr. Jim Pappas for their feedbdakould like to express my special
appreciation to Dr. Gary Frankwick for his conttilon to my dissertation and to my
academic formation during the Ph.D. Program.

| thank my wife Berenice, my daughter Michelle Naifd, and my son Axel
Fernando for their love, patience, and supporemirba new adventure.

| am most grateful to my parents, Elia and Fernafataheir sacrifice, love, and
guidance through their example. They always headene to reach my goals and
dreams. | also extend my gratitude to my brothRoherto and Ricardo, and my sister
Rosa Elia for their encouragement. | also thankimdgws, Adan and Maru for their
unconditional help when our family needed them.

Last but not least | thank my fellow students ameihids for all their support.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Chapter Page
[. INTRODUCGTION ...ttt e e e ee e e e e ene e 1
PUrpOSE Of the STUAY .....ovvvviiiiiiiieiit cemmmme s s neaennne 5
Research QUESHIONS ..........ccuuuuui oo e e e e e e e eee e e e e e e e e e ee s e e e eee s 5
RESEAICH ODJECHIVES ......ciiiiiiiiiiiiiieiret e snennnes 6
PropoSed MOGEI .........uuuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiimmmmmne e 6
1S LU0 Y PP 6
00 LU0 YRR 7
Theoretical SIGNIfICANCE .......uuvuuiuiiiitmmmmmn e eereenenenea 8
Managerial SIGNIfICANCE ........cooeiiii e 8
Organization of the DISSeration ..........cccccveeieeie e 9
[I. LITERATURE REVIEW.....ooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiteemee ettt ee e e 11
Customer Co-production and Related Terms ............eueueeeeiiiiniiiiinenns 12
Products: Go0odSs and SEIVICES.......ccccceeeeaiaeaeaeeeeeee e 13
[ 1 {1 11 o PP 14
Co-creation vs. Co-creation of Value..................c, 21
Co-creation vs. Customer (consumen)iGpation ...................eeeeeeeenennnnnes 21
Co-creation vSs. Co-ProduCtion...........cccoviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiicieeeeeeeeeee e 21
Co-creation vSs. CUStOMIZAtION co....cooiiiiiiiiiieiiece e 21
Co-creation vs. Mass CUSIOMIZALiON........ ..o 22
Relevant FINAINGS ... 22
Emotional AttaChment ...........coouiiinii e 27
97 11 71 (o o PP 28
Utilitarian AttaChmeNt ........coceeeerieiiiiiiee e 33
Brand or Product AttUES ......ceeeeeviiiiiieeeeeee e 34
(00 0] (=3 PSPPI 34
Materialism and Social Desirability............coccoeeiiiiii s 35
Involvement, Satisfaction, and Ladyal.............ccoooeeiiiiiiniiiniieneeeee, 35
SUMMIATY L.t e ettt e et et e e e e et eeeeneeee b eeeee e 36
Relevant FINQINGS ......uuuiiiiiiiiiiiieress s e e as e e e e seseesennsnnnes 36
Product Disposition and WillingNeSss t0 DiSPOSE.can..uuuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiaeneieeeeeaeeeens 39
Definition of Product DiSPOSItION.....cuu.eeeerriuiriiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiininnnnnnnennnnann 40
[T o 1T T PSP 42



Chapter

Page
WillINgNESS 10 DISPOSE ... cmemme it 44
TASK FOCUS ...ttt e e e e mne e e e e 45
AULONOIMY L.ttt e et b e e e e e e e e ae e bbb seaaeaeeeeaeeennnns 46
CrRALIVILY ... 49
RESEAICH GAP ..eviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie it e beerbenrnrrrne 50
Gap 1: The Relationship between EA and @aHpction..............c.cceeeeeeeennn. 50
Gap 2: The Role of EA under Two CustomerusoConditions .................... 54
L HYPOTHESES ...t 56
The ReSEArch CONEXE.........uuuiiiiiiiiiieeeee e 57
Customer CO-ProUCTION...........uuieeeeeereeseeee e eae e ee e e e e e e e e e eeeeennes 57
1S LU0 Y P PPPPPPPPPPPP 62
Co-productior> Willingness to DISPOSE .......ccoeeveeeiiiii e 63

Meness> Willingness t0 DISPOSE ......ccoovvvveiiiiii e 66
Process Mediation

................................................................................. 70
Co-production and EA are Related ..., 71
Meness Leads tO EA ...t 73

EA IS Related t0 WTD ... oo n e e aens 74
Study 2

Autonomy and Creativityy Task Enjoyment

.......................................... 76
Process Mediation of Task Enjoyment ............ccooooiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e 82
IV. METHODOLOGY ..ottt ettt e et e e e e e e snmneeeas 81
STUAY L ettt £ttt ettt ettt et e e et e et e s e st e st et s b n e e e neeeeaaaeaaeaeaes 82
DESIgN OVEIVIEW ....oiiiiiiiiiiii it s e 83
THE ODJECT. ... e 84
MaNIPUIALIONS ...ttt e e e e e e e ee s 85
Meness Manipulation.........cccccoooeiiiii e 85
e (=T A PP PP PP 85
PrEEEST 2.ttt 86
Co-production Manipulation ..ccccc.....covvviiiiiiiiiiiieee e 90
P AN CIPDANTS ... cmrmme e ———— 93
PrOCEAUIE ...ttt e e 94
IMBAISUIES ...ttt eeeeeeme ettt e e e e ee e e e e eeeeeeneeeneees 96
Manipulation ChecKsS ..., 96
Dependent Variable ... 97
1Y [=To 1= 1 (o ] SO TP RPPPPPPPPPPPRRPN 99
SHTALISTICS ..ttt ettt e e e e e e e et e e e e e 101
Test of Main Effects and Moderation.............cccccoviviviiiiieiie e 101
Test Of ProceSS MeIAtiON... e vvvveeeeeeiiiiiiiiiiiiieee e e e e 101
10 LU0 YRR 102
DESIgN OVEIVIEW ...coiiiiiiiiieiie e s s s 102

Vi



Chapter Page

THE ODJECT.. .t e 103
ManIPUIALIONS .....ccooiiiieiie e e s 104
Creativity Manipulation ..........ceeeeeeeeiieieiiie i eaae e 104
AUtONOMY MaNIPUIALION ......vveeiiei e 106
P AN CIPANTS ... oo ——————— 110
PrOCEAUIE ...ttt e 110
MEBASUIES ....ovviiii et et e et e e e e e e e r e e e e e e eenes 111
SHTALISTICS ..ttt ettt e e e e e e e e et e e e e e 112
V. RESEARCH FINDINGS .....ooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiit ettt ennes 114
FINAINGS fOr STUAY L. s 114
Sample CharacCteriStiCS........oceueueeuiriiiiiiiiiiiiieiieiirareeee e 115
Measurement Quality ASSESSMENT ...eeeeirvevrriiiiiiiiiieiieieerieiiereeeeerrereen 115
Emotional Attachment (EA) ...cccceeiviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiiiieeineneneeenee e 116
WilliINgNESS 10 DISPOSE .....cemeemiiiiii e 118
Anticipated Regret (REG).....ocooo oo, 119
Manipulation ChecCkKs ... 121
Meness Manipulation ChecCK... .. cceeeeeieiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeen 121
Co-production Manipulation ChecK...............eeevuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieees 122
HYPOhESIS TESHNG. ....uuueiiiiiiii e e 123
SIX-IteM WTD @S DV ... 124
WTDOL @S DV .eeiiiiieiieieeeeeee ettt e e smnenee e e e e e 127
All Items of WTD @S DV ..., 130
FINAINGS fOr StUAY 2... .o e 133
Sample CharacCteriStiCS........occeeraruiiiiiiiiiiiieiiiiieiiiieeieeieeeee e neneeeeeeeeeeees 133
Measurement Quality ASSESSMEN ...ccceeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiieieeeie e beeeee 134
Emotional Attachment (EA) ....ccoeeiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiiiiiiiiieeee e 134
Task ENJOYMENT (TE).......utammmemeenii s e 136
WilliINgNESS 10 DISPOSE .....cemmemiiiiii e 137
Anticipated Regret (REG).....ccocmuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieec i 138
Manipulation ChecCKS ...........oooiiiicece e 140
HYPOTNESIS TESHNG. ... uvuiuiiiiiiiiiiiriiiiirii e enenene 143
Emotional Attachment (EA) as thediBgor ...............euvveeieivnniiinnninnnn. 146
Task Enjoyment (TE) as the MediatQr..........ccoeeeiiiiiiiiiiniinen e, 148
CONCIUSION ...ttt e ettt e e e e s eennr e e e e e e e e ennee 150
V1. DISCUSSION ..ottt eemee ettt e e e ee e e e e snnnenes 154
Overview Of the DISSErtation ...............cccceevuiieiieieeeen e 154
Discussion of the Research FINAINGS ...... e 156
Discussion Of StUAY 1 .......coooiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 156
DisCUSSION Of StUAY 2 .....ccooiiiiiie e 158
OVerall DISCUSSION .......cciiuiiiiiee s ettt e e e e e e e eeneeees 159

vii



Chapter Page

Theoretical IMPICALIONS ........ccviiiiiiiiieeeeee e 160
Managerial IMPICAtIONS ...........uuuuiiiiiimmmmm e srnees 161
Research LIMItAtiONS ..........oooiiiiiiiiieeeeee e 161
Directions for Future ReSEarch ............coceeeeviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieee e 164
REFERENGCES ...ttt ee e e e e 166
APPENDICES ...ttt ettt e e e e e e nnnnee e e e e e 181
Appendix A — Study 1 INSTTUMENT ......uvviviceeeeeeeeeiieeeiieeiieirevieeeerereaereeeneeeee 182
Appendix B — High Creativity Prime..........occcceviiiiiiiiii e 189
Appendix C — Low Creativity PriMe ..........cceeiiiiiiiiiiiniiiieeieeen e 194
Appendix D — Study 2 INStrUMENt ..........oooiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiie e 199
Appendix E — IRB ApProval FOIMS ...........iiceeamiiiiiiiiiiiieieeiieieeiieiieieeenenenenes Q72

viii



LIST OF TABLES

Table

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

Definition of Co-creation and Related Terms..........ccccccvveeerennn.
Antecedents of Customer Participation ..............cccccvvvvvmeininnnnnns
Literature Review on Emotional Attachment.................ccceeeeee.
Relevant Definitions of Emotional Attachment..........................

Summary of Studies and Hypotheses ......ccceeveeeeiiiiiiieieeeee,

Exploratory Factor Analysis and Reliability Aysis for the

Meness Manipulation ChecCK................ e eeeeereeeeeiieeeiiieeeenen

Exploratory Factor Analysis and Reliability Aysis for the

Co-production Manipulation Check .........cccceeiiiiiiiiiiiin.
Manipulations ...........oooiiiiiiii e
Manipulation Check for MENess..........ccceeemiuiiiiiniiiiens
Manipulation Check for Co-production.....ccc....ccooevvieiiiieiienennnnn.
Willingness to DiSpose Scale..........coeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiiiiieiees
Anticipated Regret SCale.............. e eeeeeeeee e
Social Desirability Scale...........oo e
Emotional Attachment Scale............. o eeeeeiiiiiiiiiiiceeees
EFA and Reliability Analysis for EA ..o,
Perceived CreatiVity SCale .......... . eeeeeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieieiiieieeeee

Manipulation Check for AUtONOMY ........cceeemvevviiiiiiiiiiiiieieeiieeeee,

Page

............... 7.1

............. 24

.................. 32



Table

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

Page

Exploratory Factor Analysis and Reliability @ysis for the

AULONOMY SCAIE ....ccoi e e 107
Corrected Scale for AULONOMY ... e eeeeeeeeiee e 108
Exploratory Factor Analysis and Reliability #ysis for the

Corrected AULONOMY SCAIE ........ccooo s ettt eaeneeee 109
Task ENJOYmMENt SCale.......cooooii it 112
Exploratory Factor Analysis and Reliability #ysis for the

Emotional Attachment Scale............oov i 118
Exploratory Factor Analysis and Reliability #ysis for the

Anticipated Regret SCale............ouiviieeeeemeeeiiiiiiiiiiieiieiiivieiveeieevevenereeeen 120
Exploratory Factor Analysis and Reliability @lysis for the

MENESS SCaAl@.... s 122
Exploratory Factor Analysis and Reliability @lysis for the

COo-production SCale.........coooiiiiii s 123
Exploratory Factor Analysis and Reliability #lysis for the

EA Scale StudY 2 ... 135
Exploratory Factor Analysis and Reliability #lysis for the TE Scale .......... 136
Exploratory Factor Analysis and Reliability @lysis for the

TE SCal@ (4 TLEMS) et e e 137
Exploratory Factor Analysis and Reliability #ysis for the

REG SCale StUAY 2......iiiiiiiii oo ettt teeaeseaesaeebeeeasbenesenssnennnes 139
Exploratory Factor Analysis and Reliability #ysis for the

Perceived CreatiVity SCale ..............eeemmmeriiiiiiiiiiiis i 141
Exploratory Factor Analysis and Reliability #ysis for the

Corrected AUtONOMY SCAIE (S2) ....uvvvirreeeeeeiierieiiiiiiiiriieieeiirieeiererenennne 421



LIST OF FIGURES

Figure Page
1. The Proposed Model inN StUAY L........uuieceeeeiieiieiiieieeeeeeeeeee e 7
2. The Proposed Model in Study 2.........coceeeeeeiiiiiiiiieiiiiieiievievveiveveecveveesveeeees 8
3. The CO-Creation LiNE ........uuiiiiiiie e ieeeeee et 20
4. Customer Input FIOWChArt .......cccooiiiiiiii s 59
5. Co-production, Meness and WTD ..........cceeeeerrrrmmmmmmmmmmmmminmninnnnnenenenn. 63
6. Moderating EffeCt Of MENESS........cuviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiieiieiieieee e eeeees 69
7. Model fOor STUAY 2 ... 76
8. AULONOMY X CrEALIVILY ......uuuueuueriitiieeeaeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeieeeeeesaeeeesseeeeebeesbeneeneeeees 79
9. Response Times for the Meness Prime....eeeeieeeiiieeenieeeeeennnnn...9Q

10. Participant Recruitment Ad.........ccooooeoeieiiii e 94

11. Partial Interaction Effect between Meness@a¢production on WTD ......... 125

12. Interaction Effect between Meness and Co-prtvoln on WTDALL ............. 132

13. Interaction Effect between Autonomy and Cxéigtion Task Enjoyment...... 145

14. Moderated Mediation Of EA ..........coo e 146

15. Moderated Mediation Of TE.........ccooiicmmmiiiiiiieie e 149

Xi



alpha

df

NOMENCLATURE

Cronbach’s Alpha
Degrees of Freedom
F— Test

t— Test

p— value

Correlation

LIST OF SYMBOLS

Level of Statistical Significance

Chi-Square

Chi-Square Difference

Xii



CHAPTER |
INTRODUCTION

Companies have long acknowledged the value andriamce of customer
participation at various levels of the value chaustomer participation may involve
customer’s input from the ideation to the productmd delivery of a product. Also,
customer’s participation may occur when the buseg'smain value proposition involves
a tangible or intangible good. Increasingly, costcs are participating in both the
creation and delivery of goods as well as serviéggmpanies invest millions of dollars
in the creation of systems that engage the customaativities that were previously
company exclusive. New technologies allow busiegs$s benefit from customer
participation in activities ranging from designpmduction.

Customer participation in the creation of goodsicseasing. Prior to the
bankruptcy of General Motors, Pontiac allowed greatistomization with the ‘build

your Pontiac’ campaigrhftp://www.pontiac.comn Adidas allows customers to

participate in the design of their tennis shde#(//www.adidas.com/miadidas

Specifically, customers create their own designctvirs then fabricated by the company.

Other examples that allow customer participatiosigteinclude Dell

(http://www.dell.con). In this approach a customer can configure tmeputer,
personalize the body design and style, or engfasie hame. Apple is taking the same

approach with its iPoch{tp://www.store.apple.com




Examples of customer engagement in hands on prioduaotlude Build-a-Bear

Stores littp://www.buildabear.cojrin which customers are allowed to choose from a

variety of materials and are guided through thelpction of their own teddy bear. There

are also examples of more complex goods, suchraghtto://www.factoryfive.cony

being assembled by consumers. A list of itemsdlaavailable for partial or total
customer production could continue ad infiniturheTpoint is that the customer’s input
into the value chain process for manufactured gioagreasing and companies are
constantly encouraging customer participation ktiating goods.

The study of customer participation has been arebestream in the services
literature for almost 30 years. The study of cospco-production of goods from the
customer perspective, however, is just emergingth ¥e aid of new technologies,
company managers have the opportunity to implemmemé co-production opportunities
for their customers. Published research findimgside support for the idea that
companies can benefit from customer participatiecalise it is related to customer
satisfaction and customer commitment (e.g., BagaadiDholakia 2006; Dellande,
Gilly, and Graham 2004, Bendapudi and Leone 208330, marketing involves
satisfying customer’s needs and wants. So, ifornets participate in the creation of
their goods, it is logical to think that the probi of better satisfying the customer’s
idiosyncratic needs and wants is higher.

As | mentioned above, there are several typesstbauer input ranging from the
ideation of the product to the production or delvef the product. Each type has its
own peculiarities and complexities. In this disggon | focus my efforts on one type of

customer input in the creation of a tangible go8gecifically, | focus on customer co-



production, which is defined as the extent of theteamer’s hands-on participation in
making an object.

Within this context, | contend that hands-on pgvaton in the creation of
tangible goods may provide the necessary conditmesicit psychological reactions
toward the co-produced object. More specificdliyropose that customer co-production
may create the conditions for emotional attachnebe formed. Emotional attachment
(EA) reflects the emotional bond connecting anvithial with a specific object.
Drawing from existing literature on co-productiamdaemotional attachment, | see that
there are several variables (i.e., antecedents@mskquences) that seem to be related to
both constructs. So, there is evidence to sudgasboth variables may be related to
each other. Thus, the main purpose of this dasentis to investigate the role of
emotional attachment in co-production.

| investigate the role of EA in co-production untieo possible scenarios. The
first case is when a customer focuses on the objHut focus on the object means that
the value of the co-production task is represehtethe material object. In this case, |
propose that the reason for this phenomenon i®thgation of emotional attachment to
the created object. The second scenario | exomtien a co-production activity may
result in a focus on the task. This focus on #s& ineans that the value of the co-
production task lies within the task itself. | repent this value by the level of task
enjoyment. Task enjoyment is the extent to whichividuals enjoy performing the task
(Dahl and Moreau 2007). Drawing from current htiere on consumer behavior and task
enjoyment, | see that when people enjoy a taskoities becomes the task rather than the

products of such task. Then, | propose that wherfdcus of the co-production activity



is the task, then the effect of emotional attachinsesuppressed by the effect of the task
enjoyment.

Understanding the role of emotional attachmenglisviant to marketing because
it has been found that individuals expend efforpiteserve certain objects to which they
have a bond (Belk 1992; Wallendorf and Arnould 19&8d that individuals may
become more loss averse if they are emotionalfchéd to their possessions (Ariely,
Huber, and Wertenbroch 2005; Novemsky and Kahne2fib). Thus, | expect that
when EA is formed, there may be less willingnesgispose of the object (WTD).

The understanding of these psychological procaasas-production is relevant
to marketing literature and to marketing managgmiattice. This study will contribute
to the co-production, emotional attachment, ankl ¢agoyment literature by conceptually
proposing a relationship between these constradtsei domain of manufactured goods.
For managers, understanding the role of EA in @zipction is also important because
they could manage it according to their marketimgtegy. If customers create bonds
with their products, they may keep them longer s8jgg maintenance service,
accessorizing opportunities, repairing, etc. HBtomers enjoy the task and the object is
not the focus, then managers may concentratedffeits in making the task as
enjoyable as possible and this would suggest higiiengness to dispose of the object
which could lead customers to request updatindacem, or simply repurchasing to re-
experience the task.

In what remains of Chapter I, | will state the pasp of my study, research

guestions, research objectives, the proposed matelshen discuss the theoretical and



managerial significance of the study. | end tleistion by presenting the organization of

the rest of the dissertation.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this dissertation is to explorerthe of emotional attachment in
co-production. Emotional attachment and co-pradacthare common antecedents and
consequences, thus, it is likely that they coulddbated in the same nomological
network. The relationship between these two caotdrhas not been investigated.
Further, emotional attachment has usually beercaged to longer object possession
times. | investigate the effect of EA on willingsseto dispose of an object under two co-
production conditions. First, | investigate th&erof emotional attachment when a
customer focuses on the object. Second, | expih@eole of emotional attachment when
a customer focuses on the task.

My goal is to add to co-production and emotiontd@tment literature by
exploring the relationships between the two, amviding insight into conditions under

which EA may play a stronger role on intentionsligpose of the co-produced objects.

Research Questions
The research questions are:
1. Does co-production lead the individual to becometenally attached to the
product?
2. Does emotional attachment lead to a lower willirgg® dispose of the product?
3. Does task enjoyment focus the customer on the @adygtion process thereby

reducing (or eliminating) the effect of EA?



Research Objectives

The objectives of this dissertation are: (1) taniifg the theoretical relationship
between co-production and emotional attachmento(2mpirically test the theoretical
relationship between the two constructs, (3) toiengily test the effect of EA under two
different conditions: focus on the object and foonghe task. In order to fulfill these
objectives, | carefully review the literature orstamer co-production and emotional
attachment to objects to find a probable relatignbetween the two. The findings of
such a relationship promise considerable contmstio both: co-production and

emotional attachment literatures.

Proposed Model
| investigate the role of emotional attachmentorpcoduction in two conditions.
The first condition is when the focus of the cohrction activity is the object, and the
second condition is when the focus of the co-prido@ctivity is the task. In order to
better study the phenomenon, | conduct two studiest | briefly describe the two

studies.

Study 1

The first study is related to the case when thesmiobject focus. | propose a
model where co-production leads to a lower williegs to dispose of an object. This
effect is moderated by the level of meness. Meisedsfined as the degree to which an
object is associated with the self. Finally, thedel proposes that emotional attachment

is the process mediator of these relationshipsiasis in Figure 1.



FIGURE 1
THE PROPOSED MODEL IN STUDY 1

Me-ness

Consumer Co- Emotional Willingness to

production Attachment Dispose

Study 2

The second study is related to the case when thes fof the activity is the task.
In this case | propose that creativity, which ifirde as the generation of ideas, insights,
or problem solving solutions that are new and mé&abe useful (De Dreu, Baas, and
Nijstad 2008), and autonomy, which is defined a&setktent of perceived freedom during
the hands-on production of a good (Dahl and Mo&€&4r), interact to enhance task
enjoyment. Then, the model states that when taglyment is high, task enjoyment will
reduce or eliminate the effect of EA reflected lyigher willingness to dispose of an

object as seen in Figure 2.



FIGURE 2
THE PROPOSED MODEL IN STUDY 2

EA
Object

Autonomy Task Willingness to
Enjoyment Dispose
Creativity

Theoretical Significance

For marketing academics my research is relevarausecit adds to the
understanding of the nomological network involvoggproduction and emotional
attachment constructs and the relationship amosmg.tihere is evidence that both
constructs have common antecedents and consequbuotése relationship among the
two variables is not known. Only few studies haxplored the psychological
implications of co-production (e.g., Dellande et28104; Bendapudi and Leone 2003),
however the relationship between emotional attacitifi®A) and co-production has not
been explored. This dissertation fills this théioeg gap in the nomological network

involving co-production and emotional attachment.

Managerial Significance
From a managerial perspective, the study of thraiogiship between EA and co-
production is also important. Understanding tHati@nship and boundaries between the
two variables may guide managers to make bettesidas in the marketing mix, and the

interaction opportunities that they provide to theistomers.



Marketing managers can benefit from understandirgelationship between co-
production and EA because EA has been relatedtéméed object possession times. If
customers create bonds with their products, they keap them longer. This study may
help managers understand the link between co-ptimthuand EA in two contexts. First,
if the customer focuses on the product and EAeyito form, then the manager may
expect a longer possession time of the co-prodpoadiict, thus he may tailor his efforts
to better satisfy his customers by providing addil services such as maintenance,
accessories, repairing, organizing customer comtiesnetc. Second, if customers focus
on the task and the object is not the focus, thenagers may concentrate their efforts in
making the task as enjoyable as possible and thigdasuggest higher willingness to
dispose of the object which could lead customersdoest updating, replacing, or

simply repurchasing to re-experience the task.

Organization of the Dissertation

This dissertation is organized into six chaptérke first chapter introduces the
dissertation study, presents the purpose of thearel, briefly presents the model for the
two studies and discusses theoretical and managegmaficance. Chapter Il includes a
review of relevant literature of the proposed cards in study 1 and 2. The goal of this
chapter is to show that emotional attachment angreduction seem to be related
because they share common antecedents and consesjueowever this relationship has
not been explored. Chapter Il begins with a dpion of the research context. It also
provides the theoretical rationale for the propasdationships in the model and
formulates the hypotheses to be tested. Chaptprd$ents the research methodology

and measures for each of the two studies condudledt, Chapter V presents the



research analysis and the findings. Finally, Céayt provides an overview of the
dissertation, a discussion of the research findiagkescription of the theoretical and
managerial implications of this work along with tivaitations of the present study. |

end stating directions for future research.

10



CHAPTER II
LITERATURE REVIEW

The purpose of this chapter is to show a gaperiiterature about the focal
constructs of the models in my studies which inelad-production, emotional
attachment, meness, willingness to dispose, cigatautonomy, and task enjoyment.
The model for study 1 presented in Chapter | prepdisat participation in co-production
of a good may result in an emotional bond to th@mmuced object, which in turn could
impact the willingness to dispose of the objet. addition, the model suggests that the
effect of co-production on EA depends on the I@feheness. The model for study 2
suggests that the effect of EA on willingness &pdse is reduced or eliminated when
task enjoyment is high. Task enjoyment resultsrasiteraction between creativity and
autonomy. This chapter reviews the literaturevai¢ to these models and more
importantly, outlines the research gaps that | #engpting to fill.

This review is organized in five sections. Thstfsection discusses relevant
research conducted in the area of customer co-ptioduand related terms. The second
section reviews the related literature to emoti@telchment. In the third section, |
present a review on customer’s product disposaiaoth willingness to dispose. Next in
the fourth section, | review literature on taskudscautonomy, creativity and task

enjoyment. Finally, | discuss the research gapee goal of this chapter is to inform the
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reader about the current status of research cangemy conceptual framework, and to
indicate the gaps that this dissertation is attergpo fill.

In order to understand the proposed relationsimplseé models, the following
sub-sections will present a focused and relevas¢weof the literature related to the
main constructs involved in my conceptual frameworkhe goal of the subsections is to
show conceptual foundation for the models, undedstae research in each topic, and to
clearly identify the gaps in the literature thastivork is attempting to fill. It is not a
goal of the chapter to postulate hypotheses abeuteationships. The next chapter will

address the theoretical foundation and the expeetationships that will be tested.

Customer Co-Production and Related Terms

Research on co-production as defined in this dssen has been limited and
scarce at best. Most research has focused omuoaisparticipation when the outcomes
of such participations are services rather thardgoan addition, there have been many
terms that are used as a global term to encomjpffessedt types of participation. For
example co-creation, consumer participation, otauagation are common terms used in
the study of customer participation. Althoughéwico-production as a type of co-
creation, | present a comprehensive literaturessg\af co-creation and related terms
because the literature concerning co-productiaieéiged in this work is limited.
Besides, findings in the co-creation and otherarast participation studies may also
relate to co-production.

Customer co-creation, which refers to the custanmteraction with a company to
create a good, is a growing practice in today’'skeiamg efforts of a firm. Companies try

to engage consumers in the business process; lyabaeduce cost, but also to attain
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information from individuals that will enable thienh to better satisfy their customers’
idiosyncratic needs and wants. The term co-credtas most often been explored in the
services context. Recently, the term has also beed to describe customer
participation in the process of making a tangiledjas well as in service encounters.
The patrticipation of customers in the businessgssén manufacturing is becoming
more common partly due to technological capabdiies., internet). Companies in the
manufacturing world are moving towards less rigidgesses that allow customers to
participate in the creation of their product beftire creation of the good and
consumption (e.g., Dell, Nike, Yahoo).

Since most of the literature on co-creation isexuwithin the services context, |
start this section with a brief discussion aboetdffference between goods and services.
Then, | define the concept of co-creation. Findllgiscuss the main findings from

published co-creation research.

Products: Goods and Services

A product is “a tangible good, service, idea,@ns combination of these that
satisfies consumer or business customer needgjtintbe exchange process; a bundle of
attributes including features, functions, benetisd uses (Solomon, Marshall, and Stuart
2006, p. 9).” | begin with the definition of a jghact because co-creation is often referred
to as product co-creation. In the strict nomirgalse, co-creation of a product involves
the customer participation in creating tangibledgontangible services, ideas, or a
combination of these. Most of the literature ostomer participation in co-creation

deals with the customer being involved in a sereiceounter. However, sometimes co-
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creation is referred to as co-creation of produstsining not services, but tangible goods
(e.g., Bendapudi and Leone 2003).

The interaction between the customer and the matwifag company in
industrialized settings is more feasible now; eedldy current technologies. The
internet allows customers and companies to intexiaany or all of several points in the
value chain. Customers are more informed, condeetapowered, and engaged in
activities where they were not involved before (Ratad and Ramaswamy 2004).

Companies and their customers are taking advanfatpese possibilities, for
example, Adidas, Nike, and Nokia allow customermteract with the company in the
design process of goods; General Motors and Dellvatustomers to customize their
cars and computers; and Factory Five or Build-ArBse@n allow customers to build the
good.

In this dissertation, | view products as involvemgombination of tangibles and
intangibles. | focus the attention on the busimssesses that deal with the creation of a
tangible good. That is, the case when a physicalyzt is used by the individual who

co-created it; such usage may involve storage, ter@amce, repair, or disposition.

Definition

In order to understand the current meaning ofeh@ ttustomer co-creation, it is
important to notice that the term has mostly bessdwnder a services setting where the
product is predominantly intangible, although isage is being extended to other
contexts such as brands, and customer commuregtigs Boyle 2007; Sumeet and Hee-
Woong 2007; Bagozzi and Dholakia 2006). In s@&wiesearch, customer participation,

which refers to the customer’s engagement in thatmn and delivery of a service, has
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long been acknowledged (e.g., Meuter, Bitner, @stand Brown 2005; Dellande et al.
2004, Bitner, Faranda, Hubbert, and Zeithaml| 19®itey, Donnelley, and Skinner
1990; Mills and Morris 1986; Bowen 1986; Loveloakdayoung 1979). For a long time,
the focus of customer co-creation was confinedhéoservices field because customer
interaction with companies in the co-creation afustrialized goods was limited
(Wikstrom 1995; Bowen 1986). Bowen (1986) wrotatttustomer participation works
in the services world, which is different from tinelustrialized manufacturing world
where “customers are typically distant spectatothis game (p.373).” Nowadays,
customer participation in production activitiesnodnufactured goods is different. Due to
technological innovations, customers can now pipgte more in the creation of their
goods (Sharma and Sheth 2004; Sheth, Sisodia, lrardn& 2000).

In this dissertation, co-creation is part of a eloglhere it functions as an
antecedent. In order to define this construatylawed the relevant literature currently
available on the subject. Next, | present a surrobthe literature reviewed. | begin by
presenting implicit and explicit definitions foumdprevious research. After analyzing
and discussing the issues raised by the literaket, out the terms and definitions as
used in this dissertation.

As shown in Table 1, the definition of customerateation is inconsistent and
usually confounded with other related terms. Tdbdéhows that the term co-production
was introduced to refer to the customer’s partidgpeas a “partial employee” in the
service encounter (e.g., Lovelock and Young 198y&h 1986; Dabholkar 1990;
Wilkstrom 1995; Youngdahl and Kellogg 1997). Itswvzot until the beginning of the

twenty first century that customer participationsvextended to the manufactured goods
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setting. With the inclusion of the concept of aeation in the goods context, new terms
have been introduced to reflect the customer’'sacteon with the manufacturing
companies. These new terms include: customizéRoler 2005), customerization

(Wind and Rangaswamy 2001), consumer empowermesthdRad, Ramaswamy, and
Krishnan 2000), co-creation marketing (Sheth e2@00), and co-production (Lusch,
Vargo, and O’'Brien 2007; Etgar 2007). The commenaiminator in these new terms is
that the customer can interact with the company enty in an intangible service
process, but also in the production of tangibledgoe at one or more levels of the value
chain. There are a limited number of empiricalgyapn co-creation, co-production, or
customization (Meuter et al. 2005; Piller 2005)] #imat may be the cause of such lack of
definitional consistency and confusion of terms.algeneral sense, it is implied that co-
creation means any kind of interaction betweenséotner and a company that results in

a product.
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TABLE 1
DEFINITIONS OF CO-CREATION AND RELATED TERMS

AUTHOR TERM MEANING/DEFINITION

Boyle 2007 Brand Co-creation “The customer being an active partner
with the marketer in brand-meaning
formation (p.122)".

Xu 2007 Creative participation “Company and customer cneptiovel
and valuable products, services, ideas,
experiences (p.343)”.

Etgar 2007 Co-production Consumers participate in the perforcea)

Lusch, Vargo, and
O’Brien 2007

Lusch et al. 2007
Lusch and Vargo
2006

Meuter et al. 2005
Berger, Moslein,

Piller, and
Recihwald 2005

Co-creation of Value

Co-production

Customer
Co-production

Mass Customization

Customer Co-design

Co-creation

of various activities performed in one or
more stages of the operational activities
a company (activities that lead to valual;
outcomes to be consumed).

“There is no value until afedhg is
used - experience and perception are
essential to value determination (p.7).”

Customer’s involvement in the service
core offering. Doing the offering
interacting with the customer.

Consumers contribute to the service col
offering.

“A particular way of servingiindual
customers, both individually and
efficiently (p.70).”

“The process that allows custsito
express their product requirements and
carry out product realization processes
mapping the requirements into the
physical domain of the product (p.71)".

“The product is a result of cooperatio
between each single customer and the
manufacturer, not only providing benefit
but also demanding input from both side

(p.71)".
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Table 1 (Continued)

Piller 2005

Sawhney, Verona,
and Prandelli 2005

Prahalad and
Ramaswamy 2004

Wind and
Rangaswamy 2001

Sheth et al. 2000

Mass Customization

Co-creation

Co-design

Co-creation of new
products

Value co-creation

Customerization

Co-creation Marketin

“Customer co-degigicess of products
and services, which meet the needs of
each individual customer with regard to
certain product features. All operations
are performed within a fixed solution
space, characterized by stable but still

flexible and responsive processes. As a

result, the costs associated with
customization allow for a price level that
does not imply a switch in an upper
market segment (p. 315)”".

“Mode of interaction with the
manufacturer who is responsible for
providing the custom solution (Do-it-
yourself) (p.315)".

“The genus of mass customization.
Customers interacting and defining,
configuring, matching, or modifying and
individual solution p.315)".

Customer input in the new product
development process.

Interaction between companies and
customers to design, develop productio
processes, crafting marketing message
and controlling sales channels. The
interaction during these activities
generates experiences which become ti
very basis of value.

“A buyer-centric company stratduptt
combines mass customization with
customized marketing (p.14)".

g Co-creatmamketing involves both the
marketers and the customer who intera
in aspects of the design, production, an
consumption of the product or service.

ot
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Table 1 (Continued)

Prahalad,
Rasmaswamy, and
Krishnan 2000

Rodie and Kleine
2000

Lengnick-Hall,
Claycomb, and Inks
2000

Youngdahl and
Kellogg 1997

Bitner et al. 1997

Wikstrom 1995

Dabholkar 1990

Lovelock and
Young 1979

Consumer
empowerment

Consumer participatior

Co-production

Customer patrticipation

Customer participatia

Customer as
Co-producer

Co-production

Co-production

activities

Customer participatio

Co-production

Firms consider customers as partners, (
them control over information and
decision making at a certain degree, an
co-opt their competence in ways that ar
mutually beneficial.

1 The extent to which customers made
direct contributions to the work of the
organization.

Customers prepare for tdce and
interact with service providers to obtain
the best outcome.

n Custontieesnselves participate at son
level in creating the service and ensurin
their own satisfaction.

“The interaction between the parties
should generate more value than a
traditional transaction process. During
which seller and buyer meet briefly,
exchange finished products and service
and then go their separate ways (p.6)”.

“A buyer seller social interactiamda
adaptability with a view to attaining
further value (p. 10)".

Company — buyer interaction in one or
more of the activities in a value-creating
process.

n The degreehich the customer is
involved in producing and delivering
service (see also Bendapudi and Leone
2003).

The customer acting as an employee t
create an outcome (see also, Bowen 19
Kelley, Donnelly, and Skinner 1990; Mil

jive

D o

e

O

86;

and Morris 1986; Lengnick-Hall 1996).
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FIGURE 3
THE CO-CREATION LINE

Co-creation

N
4 N

Co-ldeation Co-Design  Co-Production Assembly Logistics

Purchase

Drawing from the previous literature, | define aeation, within the context of
the co-creation of tangible goods, as the leva cbnsumer’s interaction with a company
in one or more activities that precedes the creaifa tangible product. | refer to co-
creation as a level in the sense that it refldetseiktent of the customer’s participation
rather than a dichotomous variable where there tkaye is not an interaction. For
example, two customers may engage in co-desigwitaesi but their level of
participation may vary to the extent of their inv@inent in the activity, or amount of
input and interaction. The interaction is faatiéd by the company to create a good.
These activities may include product ideation, gigsproduction, and customization
among others (see Figure 3). Thus, | conceivedlreation as an umbrella term that
refers to a number of different participative imaigtions, which may vary in extent,
between customer and companies at various leveleofalue chain. Next, | compare

the term co-creation, as at this point definedetated terms.
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Co-creation vs. Co-creation of Valu&he term co-creation differs from the term
co-creation of value because the latter happess @istomers use the product (Lusch et
al. 2007; Etgar 2007). The former, refers to parétion by a customer in the process
before consumption.

Co-creation vs. Customer (consumer) Participati@@onsumer participation is
used in the services area, whereas co-creatisges in the manufacturing area to refer to
the customer engagement in creating an outcome.n¥in difference is that in creating
products, the customer may or may not particigasejn creating a service, the customer
should participate in service delivery (e.g., Ddkapn1990; Bitner et al. 1997; Rodie and
Kleine 2000). Co-creation in this dissertatiorersfto activities where the output is an
object, not only a service.

Co-creation vs. Co-productionCo-production usually refers to the interactodn
the customer in the final stages of the productaa (e.g., making the product). Co-
production is a subordinate term of co-creatiothafinal stages of the outcome creation
that involves tactile input. Refer to Figure 3.

Co-creation vs. CustomizatiorCustomization is another subordinate term of co-
creation (see Figure 3). Customization referaugiamers’ interaction in choosing
specific configurations on a base product. Formgda, when a consumer is buying a
suit, the store usually makes some alterationsda@hosen selection (tailoring), in order
to make it a more exact fit for the customer. Thstomer may or may not give input
regarding the customization, but the company deoeslteration. Co-creation also

includes the customer designing the suit, sewiegstlit, etc.
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Co-creation vs. Mass Customizatio@o-creation is a term that refers to the
customer’s involvement in the creation of an objdtpertains to the customer. Mass
customization is usually referred as a companyegdsa Mass customization is a firm
capacity that allows the firm to individually sdyisustomer’s idiosyncratic needs and
wants, but also attain efficiency near to thatadremies of scale (Piller 2005).

In sum, | center on co-creation when consumer&raution occurs before the
consumption of the good. Specifically, | investegao-creation through co-production;
when a consumer takes part in the stage of theepsabat results in the creation of a

tangible good, that is, the consumer actually helpke the product.

Relevant Findings

Most of the work done in the co-creation arealfeen of a conceptual nature.
Scholars are still trying to limit the scope of teem, define the activities involved in the
process, and its implications (Piller 2005; Etga®?2). There are a small number of
empirical studies that focus on identifying a tletmal network related to the co-creation
concept. In order to present relevant findingatesl to the concept of co-creation, | will
do it in the following order. First, | will discagopics covered in conceptual papers.
Then, | present the antecedents of co-creationrd;Thwill present the moderators and
mediators of co-creation. And finally, I will taldout the consequences of co-creation.

First, as mentioned earlier in this chapter, pévimg conceptual papers on the
topic of customer participation and co-creation egad from the services literature, but
current conceptual papers have expanded to theatien of the customer in
manufacturing settings. Early researchers intredube customer participation concept

in services due to its importance to the compargy/\®ay to save cost, increase
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productivity, and manage customers as “partial eyg#s” (e.g., Mills and Morris 1986;
Bowen 1986; Chase and Tansik 1983; Kelley et @019Vikstrom 1995; Lovelock and
Young 1979). Also, researchers proposed taxonoafite level of consumer
participation in services (Bitner et al. 1997; Kely), Youngdahl and Kellogg 1997).
More recently, conceptual papers in the literaferg., Boyle 2007; Etgar 2007; Lusch et
al. 2007, 2006; Piller 2005; Sharma and LaPlac&286arma and Sheth 2004; Prahalad
and Ramaswamy 2004; Wind and Rangaswamy 2001) yrfaicuis on the boundaries
and applications of the construct in the manuféetuand marketing fields. Most
researchers agree that the key aspect for co-@neatid related topics such as
customization, personalization, or co-creationalfie is the interaction between the
customer and the company. Customer interactiotisbusiness to create a commercial
outcome are the main focus of their discussionrthiéamore, discussions in the
conceptual papers suggest that such interactiensaav more feasible in the
manufacturing context too.

Second, some research investigates antecederustofer co-creation from the
consumer perspective. These antecedents haveobeerily discussed from the
services standpoint. Investigators have proposegtadents for customer participation
in consumer communities (Bagozzi and Dalhokia 208élf-service technology trial
(Meuter et al. 2005), self-service recovery (DdBgans, and Zou 2007), and service
encounters (Dellande et al. 2004; Kelley et al.2t¥owen 1986). For a summary of

antecedents see Table 2.
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TABLE 2
ANTECEDENTS OF CUSTOMER PARTICIPATION

Author Context Antecedents
Bagozzi and Dholakia 2007 Virtual Communities DesBocial Norms,
Social Identity
Dong et al. 2007 Self Service Recovery | Customer ability, perceived
(reuse) value, satisfaction.
Meuter et al. 2005 Self Service Technologies Intiomecharacteristics,

Individual differences,
Consumer readiness (role
clarity, motivation, and
ability)

Dellande et al. 2004 Patient — Doctor Role abikypertise,
motivation.

Kelley et al. 1992 Services Motivation, organizatb
socialization

Bowen 1986 Services Role clarity, ability, and
motivation

There have been some moderating variables to exydaiation between the
customer participation and its outcomes; mainliséattion. Simonson (2005) proposes
the fit between the customized products and thtomes’s needs and wants to be a
moderator for satisfaction. Dallaert and Strente(2005) propose that customization
process complexity is negatively related to progavetiuations. Also they propose that
complexity is different for customers dependingloeir level of expertise. Also,
personality traits are proposed to moderate custpangicipation (Solomon 1986; Xu
2007). Franke and Shreier (2008) propose thatconess that are given the opportunity
of creating something unique are more satisfiegdalfy, Bendapudi and Leone (2003)
propose that the co-creatien satisfaction relationship is moderated by theamust’s
acceptance of responsibility in the outcome oftthasaction.

Some researchers have included mediators in thedels attempting to explain

how consumers engage in co-creation activities.ekample, consumer readiness,
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which is composed of role clarity, motivation, aadallity, mediates the effect of both,
innovation’s characteristic and individual diffeces (personality), on consumer trial in
self service technologies (Meuter et al. 2005)r Pellande et al. (2004), goal attainment
partially mediates the relationship between custaoepliance with doctor’s
instructions and satisfaction. For Dong et al. @0@onsumer readiness after trial is also
a mediator between trial and future trial.

The consequences of customer participation have eeumented following two
perspectives: from the company’s and from the e¢netts. From the company’s
perspective the investigation focuses on the impactistomer participation in cost
reduction potential for the firm and the impacsath participation on service quality.
For example, some authors (i.e., Lovelock and Ydl@i{P; Mills, Chase, Margulies
1983; Mills and Morris 1986; Bowen 1986) focus be tncrement of productivity and
reduction of cost that the firm would attain by stitniting customer participation for
employee labor. Taking the perspective of theaust as a “partial employee,” Kelley
et al. (1992), and Chase and Tansik (1983), explere&onsequences for the
organizational climate of having customers as egg#s.

From the consumer’s perspective, customer participas related to satisfaction.
Dellande et al. (2004) shows that when a patiehieafth services effectively does his
part in following the doctor's recommendations tregpatient compliance), the patient
experiences higher satisfaction with the servigaréless of the outcome. Bendapudi
and Leone (2003) argue that given the same outcoms&mer satisfaction with a firm
changes depending on customer participation iptbduction. More specifically,

customers tend to take credit for good results vihew participate in the production.
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Lengnick-Hall, Claycomb, and Inks (2000) point thdt the level of satisfaction in a
service increases as customer participation iséingice increases. Also, Meuter,
Ostrom, Roundtree, and Bitner (2000) explore thewss of satisfaction and
dissatisfaction during customer participation it service technologies.

There are other frequently mentioned consequereesceived quality differs
according to the level of customer participatiorha service (Kelley et al. 1992;
Lengnick-Hall et al. 2000). Intentions to re-paifate in co-creation depend on the
previous experience that the customer had witpaiscipation (Dong et al. 2007).
Commitment and loyalty are suggested to increaseistomers are encouraged to
participate in small community groups such as Hallavison (Bagozzi and Dohlakia
2006). Simonson (2005) also proposes that custparéicipation in choosing
personalized options could create loyalty whenctieomer has firmly determined
preferences. Another consequence is product ev@iuaDellaert and Stremersch (2005)
show that complexity in the participation processegatively related to product
evaluations. Finally, customer participation igted to customer involvement in new
products (Sawhney, Verona, and Prandelli 2005).

In sum, | have exposed the main findings in themation literature which some
may also relate to co-production. Customer pgoditon is an interesting topic that has
evolved from the services context into the brandind manufacturing contexts. The
core concept in customer co-creation of goods andces is the interaction between
customers and companies. Empirical research isesead the nomological network of
the construct is relatively limited. Further resdeon the relationship between co-

creation and other concepts must be pursued irr todriild a conceptual network that
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allows more understanding, explanation, and pridglichat benefits marketing

academics, customers, managers, and society.

Emotional Attachment

Researchers acknowledge the importance of the stiuglyachment because of its
relation to desirable marketing consequencesadtiieen shown that attachment is
related to trust, commitment, and satisfaction (RelimRoss, and Holmes 2001; Spake,
Beatty, Brockman, and Neal 2003; Thomson 2006; BamMaclinnis, and Park 2005),
consumer defections (Liljander and Strandvik 1986jsumer’s forgiveness (Ahluwalia,
Unnava, and Burnkrant 2001), disposal choice (Wak®6), brand loyalty and
willingness to pay (Thomson et al. 2005). Alstaetment has been proposed as a
mediator (e.g., Novemsky and Kahneman 2005) oétfeets of intentions on loss
aversion, or a moderator for loss aversion (e.gelyet al. 2005).

Attachment theory emerged from observing babiestadidlers in the presence or
absence of their caregiver (see Bowlby 1969). Tthesfoundations of the theory are in
the domain of mother-baby relationships. Sincditisestudy on attachment, the
literature has extended to other domains suchtashament to owned objects (e.qg.,
Kleine and Kernan 1991; Kleine and Baker 2004; R&l1994a; Kleine, Kleine, and
Allen 1995; Belk 1992; Wallendorf and Arnould 198Bjands (e.g., Thomson et al.
2005), places (e.g., Eisenhauer, Krannich, andri2l&®900), human relationships (e.g.,
Hazan and Shaver 1987, 1994; Baldwin, Keelan, Fgims, and Koh-Rangarajoo 1996),
and attachment prior to possession called “optttacament” (e.g., Carmon,
Wertenbroch, and Zeelenberg 2003; Ariely and Simor2003). For a chronological

review see Table 3. In this review, | will focus the context of the emotional
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attachment to objects. Thus, | review the definitof the concept in the domain of
material possessions. Finally, | present relefiadings in the emotional attachment

literature.

Definition

Emotional attachment (EA) has been widely studmethé marketing literature.
The construct has also been referred to as “attactimince attachment is emotional in
nature (Bowlby 1979), and it has been defined e contexts (i.e., attachment to
brands). | will explore attachment in the domdimlgjects. In this section, | define
attachment to objects based on current literaturd then | conceptually differentiate the
construct with related terms to better define tit@chment variable (Mowen and Voss
2008).

Table 4 shows relevant definitions of emotionahetiment. Overall, the
definitions proposed by these authors convergdendea that attachment is an
emotional bond. Also, these definitions of attaehito objects argue that there are two
entities involved: a person and an object. Basethese definitions, | define emotional
attachment to objects in accordance to the gedefadition of emotional attachment by
Jiménez and Voss (2007), Park and Maclnnis (2006 Xdeine and Baker (2004), and
Schultz, Kleine and Kernan (1989). That is, emmwdlattachment reflects the emotional
bond connecting an individual with a specific olbje€he connection can start before
possession of the object and continues in a dynsataias over time. Also, emotional

attachment to objects has the property of stre(i{ffine and Baker 2004).
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TABLE 3
LITERATURE REVIEW OF EMOTIONAL ATTACHMENT

AUTHOR TYPE FINDINGS

Jiménez and Voss (2007)| Conceptual | They propose identity, emotional
significance, anthropomorphism,
responsiveness, and proximity as probahle
antecedents to EA.

Park, Whan, and Mcinnis | Conceptual | They propose that emotional attachnsent i

(2006) a boundary for attitudes in Cohen and
Reed'’s integrative attitude model.

Thomson and Johnson Empirical Attachment style (avoidant/anxious)

(2006) influences commitment, involvement, and
satisfaction through perceived reciprocity,
of the relationship.

Thomson (2006) Empirical Attachment style (avoidamtious)
influences commitment, involvement, and
satisfaction through perceived reciprocity|
of the relationship.

Walker (2006) Empirical Consumers dispose of spetigects in
special ways.

Ariely, Huber, and Empirical They propose that emotional attachment|

Wetenbroch (2005) may be a moderator for loss aversion.

Thomson, Maclnnis and | Empirical They develop a scale for EA to brands and

Park (2005) they discriminate EA from satisfaction,
involvement, and brand attitudes. EA
influences loyalty and willingness to pay a
premium.

Novemsky and Kahneman Conceptual | They propose emotional attachment as g

(2005) potential mediator of the effects of
intentions on loss aversion.

Ahuvia (2005) Empirical Consumers use their lovesbpcts to
construct a sense of self in an identity
conflict.

Kleine and Baker (2004) Conceptual Identifies th@miiterature of material
possession attachment, its boundaries, and
future research.

Spake et al. (2003) Empirical Comfort is relatedatisfaction, trust and

commitment.
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Table 3 (continued)

Ariely and Simonson
(2003)

Carmon, Wertenbroch, an
Zeelenberg (2003)

Rempel, Ross, and Holme
(2001)

Ahluwalia et al. (2001)

Baldwin et al. (1996)

Kleine, Kleine, and Allen
(1995)

Richins (1994a)

Richins (1994b)

Hazan and Shaver (1987)
Hazan and Shaver (1994)

Kleine, Kleine, and Kernar
(1993)

Belk (1992)

Empirical

dEmpirical

sEmpirical

Empirical

Empirical

Empirical

Empirical

Empirical

Empirical

Conceptu

n Empirical

Documenta

A bidder on an online auction may raise
price as he becomes psychologically
attached to the product.

When consumers choose from an array
options, they experience discomfort once
they forgo the unchosen options.

Problem solving attributions between elo
relationships are a function of trust.

When consumers @ammitted to a brand
they minimize the spill over of negative
information.

People may havdedént attachment
styles and respond to attachment stimuli
differently at different times.

Possessions may elicit different facdts o
attachment types to narrate different asps
of their identity (what is me, not me, or
we).

People low in materialiagsign a more
hedonic symbolism to their possessions.
People high in materialism assign more
utilitarian concerns.

The value of possessiasgles in its
public or private meaning.

Romantic lowanigsttachment process.

al  Attachmentyhsarseful to explain clos
relationships.

There are several identities that fore th
global self. The more important an
identity, the more attracted to its related
products.

There are five differentdgmf meanings
assigned to possessions. The more
meaningful a possession, the more likely
that the person will make an effort to kee
it.

Consumers get attached to choice options.

PCts

(4%
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Table 3 (continued)

Ball and Tasaki (1992) Empirical They propose asneafor attachment.
They consider that attachment to a
possession is a result of an effort of the
individual to define his self concept.

Kleine and Kernan (1991)] Empirical The authors finat the kind and amount
of context affects the meaning people
assign to ordinary objects.

Wallendorf and Arnould | Empirical / | In a cross-cultural study, the authors find
(1988) Qualitative | that people assign meaning and attachm
to possessions.

Belk (1988) Conceptual| Possessions are part ahttended self
that form an individual’s identity.

(1%
>
—

Bowlby (1969;1979) Empirical Develops an attachntaebry based on
infant-mother relationships.

I chose to use this definition because prior dgéins include ambiguous, vague,
and limiting terms. For example, Kleine and Balfl04) define EA as “a multi-faceted
property of the relationship between a specifigvitial or group of individuals and a
specific, material object that an individual haggb®logically appropriated,
decommaodified, and singularized through personatbjgeraction (p.1).” They use
words that are hard to operationalize such as delified, or singularized. Another
example is Park and Maclnnis (2006; p. 17) whorgeEA as “a relationship-based
construct that reflects the emotional bond conngcin individual with a consumption
entity (e.g., brand, person, place, or object)tie Term relationship-based is vague in that
it may be understood that attachment should berexyped by both parties in a

relationship, in this case, the object.

31



TABLE 4

RELEVANT DEFINITIONS OF EMOTIONAL ATTACHMENT

Author

Definition

Jiménez and Voss 2007

“Emotional Attachment idaiomship-based
construct that reflects the emotional bond

connecting an individual with an object (p. 290¢

291).”

Park and Maclnnis 2006

“Emotional attachment islationship-based
construct that reflects the emotional bond
connecting an individual with a consumption
entity (e.g., brand, person, place, or object) (p.
17).”

Thomson, Maclnnis and Park 200

5 From Bowlby 19@&athment is an emotion-

laden target-specific bond between a person g
specific object (p. 87-88).”

nd a

Kleine and Baker 2004

“Material possession attactirisea multi-
faceted property of the relationship between a
specific individual or group of individuals and a
specific, material object that an individual has
psychologically appropriated, decommodified,
and singularized through person-object
interaction (p.1).”

Ball and Tasaki 1992

“Attachment is the extent tocl an object
which is owned, expected to be owned, or
previously owned by an individual, is used by
that individual to maintain his or her self-conce
(p.158).”

Schultz, Kleine, and Kernan 1989

“Attachment iswdtidimensional property of a
material object possession which represents th
degree of linkage perceived by an individual
between him/her self and a particular object.

pt

e

(p.360).”

Another example of a vague definition is by Schutieine, and Kernan (1989;

p.158) who use the word multidimensional in thefimition but they do not specify the

dimensions and the relationship among them. Binstime current definitions limit the

emotional connection to certain contexts. For gdanBall and Tasaki (1992) define

EA as “the extent to which an object which is ownedected to be owned, or

previously owned by an individual, is used by tingividual to maintain his or her self-

concept.” They limit EA to that emotional connectiemerging from self-concept
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maintenance. Since the current definitions arbignous, vague, or limiting, | proposed
a revised definition that is simpler and easievgerationalize.

As part of understanding EA and its boundariegw discuss how emotional
attachment to objects is different from relatedstorcts, and | elaborate on the
distinction between EA and related constructs sigcfeneral trait materialism, category
involvement, attitudes, evaluative affect, brartdatment, and utilitarian attachment.
Assessing the distinctions between EA and relabedtcucts contributes to the
development of the study of the field by preventimg confounding of terms and
definitions (Teas and Palan 1997). Thus, the ph&ce of the construct in a network of
related constructs helps develop the nomologicaloré (Cronbach and Meel 1955;
Mowen and Voss 2008).

Utilitarian Attachment In this research | focus on affect-based attactim
There might be other reasons for attachment tieamatr emotionally driven (Richins
1994a; Belk 1989). It is important to notice thaen though some attachments are not
emotional in nature, the threat of losing the dttaent figure can evoke emotional
reactions. For example, if a person owns a guth tla@ gun gives him a sense of
protection, or control in a given context, a threfliosing the object could cause the
individual to react emotionally. However, the feaf the attachment to the gun is
functional and context driven rather than emotiorRichins (1994a) proposes a
utilitarian dimension of attachment to special gassons. Some of the variables that are
proposed to predict utilitarian attachment arephee of the product, the availability of

replacements in the market, control, and the effgpended in the purchase.
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Brand or Product AttitudesTo establish the difference between emotional
attachment and brand or product attitudes, | eltbarn the arguments recently proposed
by Park and Maclnnis (2006) that attitudes diffent emotional attachment in terms of
antecedents, formation processes, and effectsauBeEA is an emotional bond
connecting an individual with a consumption entityeads to psychological and
behavioral outcomes not typically associated witnd or product attitudes (Park and
Maclnnis 2006). Examples include proximity-seekospaviors, separation distress, a
sense that the attachment objects offers a safnhand mourning of loss. Given this,
the formation of attachment is not likely to dep@mdfactors such as argument strength
or source credibility which are widely acceptedeaptients of attitude formation (Park
and Maclnnis 2006).

Accordingly, brand bonds and possession attachsefentld not be regarded as
the same phenomenon. Brands differ from matedss@ssions in their “irreplaceability
and their potential to carry indexical value (Kkeiand Baker 2004, p. 20).” Also, EAto
objects involves an individual's bond with a tarigibntity. However, since brands are
based on intangible intellectual property, a breodd may not involve a specific object
of affection. Furthermore, a brand can transtevalue or meaning to other domains
(e.g., brand extensions or brand alliances), wiseatachment to an object is possession
specific. For example, being attached to Toyotghtnéxplain loyalty in the sense of a
person changing a car every year in the same f@relift Toyota dealership. However,
being attached to a specific car makes that spguifssession irreplaceable regardless of
brand name since it carries intrinsic value andmmga

Context Attachment theory originated from observing ledavior of babies and
toddlers in the presence or absence of their cagegiThus, the foundations of the theory
are in the domain of attachment in human relatigpsshin the marketing literature,
attachment has been assumed to be the same foiobghts and people. However,

there are some differences among the two. FitsiGlament to a person involves a
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relationship in which both people express theieetfbn, and respond to affection given
to them. In contrast, EA with an object involvesree-way expression of affect, or
perhaps even an imagined two-way expression oftafféecond, EA among people is
not generally acquired by money (Lennon and Mc@atda964). In the domain of
objects, however, acquisition by money is commdthpagh probably not universal.

Materialism and Social DesirabilityThere are two constructs that are potentially
confounded with attachment: materialism and saigairability. Kleine and Baker
(2004), Ball and Tasaki (1992), and Wallendorf &ndould (1988) all argue that
attachment is a different construct than matenali$-or example, Ball and Tasaki
(1992) suggest that materialism is defined as alpdggical traitunconnectedo any
possession in particular. Materialism is assodiatigh the acquisition of things (as in
the common adage “he who dies with the most toysi)i People high in materialism
would readily replace an object with a new verssrwarranted by the circumstances. In
contrast, emotional attachment implies that anviddial has a special emotional bond
with a specific object. Such a person would béheao replace the attached object under
any circumstance. Then too, as the number of thgamuired increases it should
become less likely that an individual becomes h#ddo any single object. Thus, little
relationship should be expected between materiaistnemotional attachment to
objects.

Second, Ball and Tasaki (1992) argue that attaohsteould not be related to
social desirability. This is because an individceah express the self through an object,
even in the absence of visibility to important atheTheir empirical evidence supported
the contention that social desirability was unediaio attachment.

Involvement, Satisfaction, and Loyalt§mbler, Bhattacharya, Edell, Keller,
Lemon, and Mittal (2002), Thomson et al. (20053 dhomson (2006) argue that
involvement, satisfaction, and loyalty are orthogjao EA. Thomson et al. (2005) define

involvement in accordance with Park and Mittal (3P8s “a state of mental readiness
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that influences the allocation of cognitive res@srto a consumption object, decision, or
action.” EA is not a cognitive resource alloca&davill. Satisfaction and EA are distinct
because satisfaction may not involve attachmerdels such as proximity seeking. A
customer may be satisfied with a product, but ésdoot imply that he or she would also
be attached to it. Finally, loyalty may the resilta variety of reasons, not only EA. EA
is a predictor of loyalty, but not the only one.

Summary EA reflects the emotional bond connecting arnviddal with a
specific object. It is conceptually distinct frartilitarian attachment, brand attitudes,

materialism, social desirability, involvement, sédction, and loyalty.

Relevant Findings

In this section, | will present relevant findintpst link emotional attachment to
co-creation. It is not the intention of this sentto scrutinize the evolution of emotional
attachment in every context (for a holistic and poghensive review of emotional
attachment to material possessions, please refdetoe and Baker 2004). In order to
summarize the relevant findings of emotional attaeht for this paper, | will separate
the findings into two classes. First, | will tadbout the antecedents of EA. And second,
| elaborate on the consequences of EA.

First, | present relevant antecedents to EA. diitecedents are variables that are
conceptualized as predicting EA. Although in tiberature EA is often confounded with
its antecedents (Jiménez and Voss 2007), thersoane variables that are often
considered predictors of EA. Such variables inels#lf-extension, identity, meaning,
proximity, and interaction.

Attachment to possessions has been extensivebgdeia an individual's

extended self. The extended self is a constrattréflects who the person is through his
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or her possessions (Belk 1988). According to peispective, those possessions that
better reflect who the person is become more mgéariand thus the person connects to
them. Identity is also closely related to selfegdion. However, this literature
concentrates on the role of possessions in defthi@gerson’s individual and group
identity (e.g., Kleine, Kleine, and Kernan 1993).

There are authors who consider that EA to possesssarelated to the object’s
meaning. Richins (1994b) views possession’s vatuderiving from meaning. She
proposes two types of meaning: private and puliicvate are those meanings assigned
to the possessions by the individual himself, waggublic meanings are assigned by
outsiders. So, more meaningful objects are likellge more cherished, valuable, and
less subject to exchange. The extended self,itgdeand object meaning antecedents are
the most frequently discussed antecedents in therialapossession attachment literature
(e.g., Kleine and Kernan 1991, Kleine and Baker&2®ichins 1994b; Kleine, Kleine,
and Allen 1995; Belk 1992; Wallendorf and ArnouB8; Ahuvia 2005).

The final perspective suggests that proximity artdraction with an object may
predict emotional attachment. For example, proimnas been proposed as an
antecedent to attachment (e.g., Bowlby 1979; HarahShaver 1994; Jiménez and Voss
2007). Proximity increases the likelihood of irtetion with the object. Research
studies (e.g., Carmon et al. 2003) argue that pribyi even before the possession of the
object, increases the attachment to it. In whey tall option attachment, the authors
propose that there is a sense of prefactual owipeo$he choice options. Ariely and
Simonson (2003) also found evidence of this phemamén the auction context. They

found that the higher bidders thought more conbyretieout possessing the object and
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therefore created a partial attachment to the bbijecugh a mental interaction with the
object.

In sum, the previous perspectives agree on thd gwnthe possession should be
part of the individual’s association with the dalbne way or another. In this
dissertation, | refer to meness as an antecedemadional attachment that involves the
establishment of associations between the seltarabject (Gawronski, Bodenhausen,
and Becker 2007).

Emotional attachment has been included in modkkrevit correlates to several
marketing consequences. For example, it has brgeedthat EA is related to trust,
commitment, and satisfaction (Rempel et al. 20@BkS et al. 2003; Thomson 2006;
Thomson et al. 2005); consumer defections (Liljaradel Strandvik 1995); consumer’s
forgiveness (Ahluwalia et al. 2001); disposal cleq¢valker 2006); brand loyalty; and
willingness to pay (Thomson et al. 2005). As thader may recall, some of the
suggested consequences of emotional attachmealsarsuggested consequences of co-
creation, such as: satisfaction, commitment, agdlty. | return to this interesting point
in the research gap section.

Also, it is important to mention that the aforerti@ned consequences are related
to positive or favorable implications (e.g., safon, loyalty, commitment). It is
evident that emotional attachment to brands, comeganr even products may be good
for a business. However, little investigation baen done regarding the possession
times and types for objects to which an individieals emotionally attached. Since
emotional attachment to material possessions exbbpecific, there might be some

implications for repurchase cycles, life time vabiex customer, or related variables that
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have to do with the timing of repurchase. For nthe,purpose is to bring to the reader’s
attention to the fact that this important mattes haen overlooked in prior research. |
will come back to this issue in the research gapae

In sum, in this section | presented relevantditi@re on emotional attachment in
the context of material possessions. | definedtemal attachment, and outlined the
suggested antecedents and consequences of EAnmatiketing literature. Also, | point
out that the investigated outcomes of emotionakcathent are varied. Attempting to sort
out the relationship of these two focal constractall the possible variables in the
nomological network is desirable, but not possitlidat task cannot be done in a single
dissertation. The proposed dependent variable &xplored in this dissertation is the

willingness to dispose of an object. In the nedti®n, | further explain this variable.

Product Disposition and Willingness to Dispose

It has been argued that there has been insufficgsetarch on product disposition
in the marketing literature (e.g., Jacoby 1978;[8V&€993, Okada 2001; Walker 2006).
What customers do with their products after purehaluding how they dispose, let go,
or dispossess their goods is not a common resesed in the marketing literature.
After an extensive search of the literature, | utresl just over a dozen articles on the
subject which was first discussed in 1977.

More research in this domain is needed becauseikgomhat consumers do with
their products after purchase, and how and whendispose of them is important for
academics and marketing managers. For academigsteresting to know the
psychology and the economics of behaviors thatroeth respect to post-purchase

consumption and disposal. The investigation oscomption and consumer behavior
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would be incomplete without understanding, explagnand predicting how consumers
close the consumption cycle. Thus, it is of schplanportance to understand the whole
consumption experience.

For marketing managers, especially of durable prtg]it is important to know
what consumers do with their products after pureliasnanage their marketing efforts.
For example, customer service after purchase ararmn practice, products need
maintenance, repair, storage, and sometimes hélp tiisposed (i.e., trade-in cars) of
(Okada 2001; Walker 2006). Also, knowing how laugtomers take to let go of their
current products may be a useful indicator of piagor time of repurchase, product
replacement, new product adoption, credit loanrtggj and warranty timing offerings,
etc (e.g., Cripps and Meyer 1994) . Thus, it $®amportant for managers to know how,
why, and when customers dispossess their currausyo

In this section, | begin by defining product dispios. Then, | discuss the
literature in the marketing domain about produspdsition. Next, | explain why | focus

on willingness to dispose.

Definition of Product Disposition

There have been several definitions of productadigon. | will discuss some of
them, and then | will present the definition usedhis dissertation. The initial definition
of product disposition was introduced in 1977 ia tharketing literature by Jacoby,
Berning, and Dietvorst. They viewed product disias as “getting rid of” a product.
Based on that definition, they classified differergthods of getting rid of stuff. Hanson
(1980) views product disposition as the procesteofding what to do with an object

after purchase. More specifically, he points bat fproduct disposition is a consumer
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decision process that involves problem recognits@arch evaluation, disposition
decision, and post-disposition outcomes. Young\Watlendorf (1989) define
disposition as “the process of detachment fronstii(p. 33).” For Roster (2001),
disposition is a “process of detaching from andnadtely severing the relationship
between the possessor and the possession (p.426)e recently disposition has been
defined as “a process through which consumerstiotedly or unintentionally move the
ownership of a piece of goods to another persantty” (Hibbert, Horne, and Tagg
2005 p. 820). Finally, Walker (2006) defines praddisposal as “relinquishing
immediate use of the good.” Although the defimBovary in several aspects, there are
also some commonalities.

The definitions coincide in several aspects. tFdisposition is a process. The
process of disposition may begin with an intentmispossess, in the case of willingly
disposing an object, or by being notified of thgeabloss as in the case of loss due to
natural disasters. Also the process does notretitkiphysical separation from the
object. Second, disposition usually implies thieaidispossessing an object. That is,
losing, giving up, or relinquishing ownership. Atidrd, some definitions suggest that
disposition has to do with detaching the objectrfithe self. That is, identity and
meaning play a role in the decisions regarding hod/when to get rid of special objects.

In this dissertation, | define product dispositasithe intentional dispossession of
the object. Dispossession refers to the individinghg up the rights and obligations that
the ownership of the object entails. In short,itfevidual does not possess the object
anymore. | chose this definition based on the Yailhg criteria: 1) | based the decision

on the objectives of this investigation. One gufahis dissertation is to find out the
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impact of antecedents (co-production and emotiattathment) on the premeditated
decision of dispossessing an object. 2) | focutherpredetermined disposal of an object
because it is a prevalent case in a consumer’sioguiton cycle. 3) It is not the aim of
the dissertation to consider disposition due tonm@tisasters, stealing, or random loss.
4) | focus on the intentional disposition becausmientional disposition the customer
remains in control over the decision of gettingafchis or her objects. Thus, the
objective is to understand how our focal antecedenpact the intentional decision to

delay disposition.

Findings

Most of the studies in the product disposal literathave been either conceptual
or interpretative; few empirical studies have beenducted in this research stream
(Walker 2006). The conceptual pieces focus orsiflasg the disposition types and
conceptualizing and limiting the concept (Jacobalel977; Harrel and McConocha
1992; Young and Wallendorf 1989), or suggestingraceptual framework (i.e., a theory)
for the study of disposition (e.g., Hanson 198@téts 1993).

The interpretative papers have provided interestiaght into the subject. Price,
Arnould and Curasi (2000) propose that pricelgsscigl, or cherished possessions are
transferred in special ways and involve ritualfiey study the phenomenon using a
sample of elderly people who have kept meaningbigais for a long time. After
analyzing their conversations with the individualshe sample, they provide heuristics
of what, how, and when senior people give up thawable and meaningful possessions.
One of the main findings is that old people woulkegip the special object when the

time and circumstance allow the cherished objekegp (transfer) its meaning. In a
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related study, Curasi, Price, and Arnould (2004¢sgtigated the behavior of family
members in relation to keeping goods that are lysoat for sale, and goods that should
be kept through generations. They found that idd&ls accept certain responsibility
and burden in order to preserve the physical obj@ecy., monetary investment), and the
meaning of such items (i.e., telling stories abfjutLastovicka and Fernandez (2005)
interpret the narratives of consumers trying torgebf meaningful possessions. They
found that customers get rid of stuff when the otgelo not reflect who they are
anymore. That is, consumers dispose objects ierdodredefine their identity and forget
bad experiences (e.g., getting rid of a weddingsledter a divorce). Lastly,
interpretative research has also looked for modesan the disposal preference.
Hibbert, Horne, and Tagg (2005) found that dispakahnel preference depends on the
type of good, and Coutler and Figas (2003) repat there are two extreme cases of
consumers: packrats and purgers. Packrats are thasumers who have psychological
difficulty disposing of things. Purgers, on théet hand, are willing to dispose of items.
There have been few empirical studies on prodwsgasial. Burke, Conn and
Lutz (1978) ran a factor analysis attempting taestigate the relationship between
lifestyle and demographics, and disposal methddhey found that lifestyle factors are
moderately useful predictors while demographicdexctlone are not predictive of the
type of disposal behavior. Okada (2001) did expenits to investigate how customers
make decisions regarding replacement of a goo@. f&md that replacement intentions
are a function of the mental book value of the objd-inally, Walker (2006), in her
doctoral dissertation, did experiments to show $ipgtcial goods are, preferably, disposed

in special ways. Owners of special goods tendhtmse disposal methods that allow
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them to control where the object is going to end Tpis allows them to make sure that

the meaning of the object is not destroyed uponessimp transfer.

Willingness to Dispose

Willingness to dispose is defined as the extemteihtion dispossess of an object.
There are diverse topics of academic and managetésést on the intentions to
dispossess an object. As | previously outlinedjesof the topics have already been
addressed in previous research. The main topsp®onel to ‘the how’ and ‘the who’ of
product disposal. Examples of ‘the how’ includéhaus that have classified product
disposal methods (e.g., Jacoby et al. 1977; Burlk €978; Harrell and McConocha
1992; Price, Arnould, and Curasi 2000; Curasi €2@04; Walker 2006). Researchers
answering questions of ‘who disposes’ focus onstf@ag consumers according to
disposal preferences (e.g., Burke et al. 1978; |€oahd Figas 2003).

Little empirical research has been done that ifya&t®es why people decide to
dispose and when people decide to dispose (e.gdd@&001). In this dissertation, |
focus on testing co-production as an antecedentlliogness to dispose. So, intentions
to dispose in the immediate future may be lesgéons that were co-created. There are
two reasons why | chose this dependent variabheyirmodel.

The first reason for choosing willingness to digpissthat there is some evidence
that emotional attachment is linked to keeping potsl longer. Also, | previously argued
that co-production may be related to EA. So, @l$0 possible that the co-production
activity may lead to lower willingness to dispose.

Second, | believe this research contributes to ho#flemics and managers. The

research in the area of product disposal in consbetgavior has been scant. The
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investigation of the impact of co-production andotional attachment on the intentions
to dispose could extend the understanding of ti@inological relationships, thus
contributing to theory. For managers, understamthie link between co-production, EA,
and intentions to delay product disposition isndérest because co-production of
material products, i.e., objects, is becoming armom practice in the marketplace. Thus,
understanding how co-production of objects prodi&svhich negatively impacts the
customer’s willingness to dispose of an objectfistmost importance. In the next
section | review literature relevant to the roldgask focus, creativity and autonomy on

the formation of EA.

Task Focus

Previous research on consumer behavior showsuk#droer’s evaluations of
products may vary according to their focus of atten For example, Tversky (1977)
argued that when comparing two brands, one bratypisally the focus of attention or
referent, and the other is the less focal refezentparison. Dhar and Simonson (1992)
further suggest that it is the focal brand whidhitd more thoughts. Kardes and
Sanbonmatsu (1993) also suggest that the focuseottian in comparing two brands is
usually determined by the amount of informationilade, that is, the brand for which
there is more information is usually used as tifereat when compared to another brand
for which the individual possess less information.

In the context of object meaning, Kleine and Ker(E®91) provide further
support for the impact of the environment in pradueaning formation. Kleine and

Kernan discussed how the context and the envirohomemt towards assigning meaning
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to a specific object. That is, the meaning of bject depends on the contextual factors
that surround it.

The relevance of these studies for the presenarelsés the fact that the
customer’s focus may determine the meaning theomest derives from participating in
co-production. | argue that when customers focuthe object, emotional attachment
may be more likely to occur. Conversely, | propthed when the individuals focus on
the task, then the individual may be less emotigratached to the object. | now discuss
how autonomy and creativity may be two key factonsiaking the customer focus on

the task rather than on the object.

Autonomy

Autonomy refers to the freedom to choose, acteofopm a task. Published
research has shown that it influences several m#sasuch as satisfaction and
motivation. In psychology, autonomy has been widélidied as a factor influencing
intrinsic motivation (Fisher 1978) and attributifnee and Zuckerman 1996; Ryan and
Deci 2000; Deci and Ryan 1985). Individuals thaketheir own choices are more
motivated to complete them. Also, when an indiaidacts freely that individual tends to
be more responsible for the consequences of suidnacompared to actions that were
not freely chosen.

In marketing, autonomy has been studied in a wadge of contexts. For
example, in sales literature, it has been fountidbhtonomy of a salesperson is related to
learning, job efficacy, job satisfaction, and periance (e.g., Bandura 1986; Wang and
Netemeyer 2002). Consistent with the psychologizak that autonomy leads to a

higher level of intrinsic motivation, these studieghe sales literature found a higher
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level of satisfaction and performance in the ta&ktonomy is also found to be related to
organizational commitment. Hunt et al. (1985) shbat when an individual is given
autonomy in his choices and tasks, then that iddali may tend to be more committed to
the organization. It has also been shown thatraumy of business units lead to a higher
satisfaction in channel relationships (Geyskera.€t999). When a partner perceives
freedom of choice in a relationship, the level atisfaction with that partnership
increases.

Marketing researchers have also investigated tleeofcautonomy for consumers
in various consumption contexts. For example, &soo and Nowlis (2000) argue that
autonomy in choice is related on how people ratineand justify such choices. They
found some people restrict their autonomy due taspressure. When the social
opinions about a given choice cannot be asseds=uthe individual exercises his need
for uniqueness. Wathieu, Brenner, Carmon, Chadlioyay, Drolet et al. (2002) refer to
consumer autonomy with a concept called consumepemrment. They argue that
such consumer autonomy or empowerment may notwwseyalbeneficial, especially
when consumers are overloaded with choice.

There are only a few published articles that examautonomy in consumer co-
creation. Ousccan, Sweeney, and Johnson (2000¢ #ngt doctors should balance
control and autonomy to their patients in ordeintoease patient satisfaction.
Bendapudi and Leone (2003) proposed consumer autpae a way to reduce the self
serving-bias involved in consumer participation emchoice conditions. More

specifically, they found that people that parti¢gim co-production often attribute good
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results to themselves and bad results to the coynpy increasing autonomy Leone and
Bendapudi found that attributions to the compambfd outcomes were mitigated.

More recently Dahl and Moreau (2007) showed thato#ance between
autonomy and competence lead to task enjoymergk digoyment is defined as the
extent to which an individual enjoys performing teek. In a co-production activity of
making cookies, they manipulated the level of imdlial’s autonomy in performing the
task. They manipulated the low autonomy by praxgda picture of a finished cookie
and telling the participants to make a cookie atiamg to match the picture. In the high
autonomy scenario, they did not show a finishekmallowing the participants to do
the cookie design they wanted. They found thaviddal’'s enjoyment of the task under
these two conditions depended on the level of coemge that they felt during the task.
That is, the level of autonomy positively influeddte level of task enjoyment only
when the level of competence matched. The matatonditions were high autonomy
with low instructions, and low autonomy with higtvel of instructions.

Thus, autonomy is clearly related to co-creatidivaies. Despite this evident
relationship, only three studies were identifieatthave focused on autonomy in co-
creation or co-production activities. The publghi@dings, however, suggest that
autonomy in co-production can produce some posiiteomes for the firm. One
specific findings of interest to the current invgation is that of Dahl and Moreau
(2007). If autonomy increases the customer’s engt of the task, then it may make

the task more salient to the customer relativéaéocb-produced product.
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Creativity

Another understudied construct in the context e€i@ation is creativity. In
psychology, creativity has been defined as “theegation of ideas, insights, or problem
solving solutions that are new and meant to beulis@e Dreu et al. 2008). Human
beings use creativity in order to survive becausatwity allows for problem solving
(Guilford 1967; Torrance 1966).

In marketing and management, the role of creatmityesirable managerial
outcomes has been investigated. For examplejwtgdtas been shown to be related to
innovation (Amabile 1988), new product developrmemd competitive advantage (Im
and Workman 2004), marketing programs (Andrews&mdh 1996), and organizational
learning (Moorman and Miner 1997). In consumerdvadr, creativity has been related
to how consumers solve consumption problems (Himszch1980), and how consumers
choose conventional or unconventional productsr@ighs and Mick 2004).

In the context of consumer participation in sergjageativity has been related to
customer satisfaction. Jia and Wang (2007) proffustenhen a consumer provides more
ideas with respect to a service, for example abgithen the consumer is likely to be
more satisfied with the service outcome. In thendim of co-creation of goods creativity
is acknowledged as an important component of thegss. Etgar (2007) argues that
creativity is an important part of a co-productpmocess because creative tasks may
generate personal satisfaction. However, dedpidink, few studies have focused on
the impact of creativity in co-production taskshidlis regrettable because creative tasks
should be more enjoyable than non-creative tasétsthos, lead the customer to focus

more on the task relative to the co-produced produc
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In sum, individuals may focus in different attribatin a purchasing experience.
In a co-production context, some may focus on tijea and some may focus on the
task. Autonomy and creativity in co-production nkegd to a higher focus on the task
since they are related to task enjoyment. Redplgitthese relationships have not been

explored. Next, | summarize the research gapdtmegdrom this literature review.

Research Gap

The gaps that | attempt to address in this digsentare twofold. First, after
reviewing the relevant literature on co-productéam emotional attachment, | see that
there are several variables (i.e., antecedents@msequences) that seem to be related to
both constructs. So, there is evidence to suggasboth variables may be related to
each other. However, there has not been any eraprasearch linking these two
constructs. Second, | explore the role of emotiattachment under two conditions, 1)
when the focus is the object, and 2) when the fastise task. In the next two
subsections, | present an explanation of eacheofvilb gaps. | also state why this
research is both interesting and useful for bothketang theorists and marketing

managers.

Gap 1: The Relationship between Emotional Attaaitmaed Co-production

| propose that there is a gap in the nomologicdl/okk that includes co-
production and emotional attachment. A nomologieivork is “the set of factor-to-
factor relationships derived from the relevant tiyeand stated at an abstract, theoretical
level (Judd, Kidder, and Smith 1986, p. 46; Crombaicd Meehl 1956).” It can also be

thought of a network of expected relationships (Mally and Bernstein 1994; Voss,
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Spangenberg, and Grohmann 2003). A common tasdsefirchers is to fill the gaps in
the nomological network of conceptual frameworkdss through the understanding of
such a network that investigators can infer caredationships between antecedents and
consequences, account for variance explained, etter explain the world (Voss and
Mowen 2008). The understanding of how the variabtesinterrelated helps in
understanding, explaining and predicting phenomewhich by the way, is the objective
of theory (Bagozzi 1994). Thus, finding new valeshor new relationships between
variables in a nomological network is a contribatto theory.

Co-production and emotional attachment seem taabieop the same nomological
network because they have common antecedents asdgieences. Common
antecedents are: prefactual interaction with theatland meness. First, both co-
production and EA have been shown to be relatedstomer’s involvement before
consumption. Co-production involves the hands-arsamer interaction with the
company in producing a good. Also, co-productiarans that the customer is engaged
in the production process at some level of theevahain. This involvement in the
creation of the product before it is ready to beduallows the customer to have a mental
(e.g., designing) and/or physical (e.g., assemplimgraction with the product before
consumption. This sense of anticipated consumptiay also be related to emotional
attachment. Emotional attachment has been suggieste anteceded by both prefactual
interaction (option attachment) and proximity. &inmaking an object may involve
several steps over a period of time, and the cdymer may have to be engaged and

proximal to the object, the act of co-productionyrneéicit attachment.

51



The second common antecedent is the degree of mefe® reason why
customers get involved in co-production is to brattatch their idiosyncratic needs and
wants with the product being made. Co-productimoives the customer being able to
participate in making his own good. Meness is attevant in the emotional attachment
literature. Emotional attachment has been shoviretmore likely to occur towards
objects that reflect the customer’s identity. Tisatvhen associations develop between
objects and the person the object becomes morahlalto the person. So, the degree of
meness, or level of association of the object withself, in the object is related to both
co-production and emotional attachment.

Co-production and emotional attachment also shamswon consequences such
as: satisfaction and commitment. As exposed ititdm@ture review, customer
satisfaction is a common dependent variable ofocnst participation in the creation of a
good or service (e.g., Dellande et al. 2004; Bendapgnd Leone 2003; Lengnick-Hall et
al. 2000; Meuter et al. 2000). Additionally, | asgin the conceptual review of emotional
attachment that while distinct constructs, there lisk between EA> satisfaction.
Another variable that appears in both literatusesommitment (e.g., Bagozzi and
Dholakia 2006; Rempel et al. 2001; Spake et al320@omson 2006; Thomson et al.
2005). Commitment refers to the “degree to whichnaividual views the relationship
from a long-term perspective and has a willingnesstay with the relationship even if
things are difficult” (Thomson et al. 2005). EAgsoposed to lead to commitment (e.qg.,
Thomson et al. 2005), and customer participaticigs thought to lead to commitment

(e.g., Dellande et al. 2004; Bagozzi and Dholakiag),
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In conclusion, there is a missing link between oodpction and emotional
attachment as evidenced in their common relati@ssivith antecedents (i.e., interaction
and meness), and consequences (i.e., satisfaciibocanmitment). These common
relationships may suggest that there is a possgtdéionship between co-production and
emotional attachment. With this understandindhete relationships and boundaries, |
construct a more inclusive nomological network.

Situating emotional attachment and co-productianteresting and important for
both marketing academics and marketing practit@n&or marketing academics my
research is relevant because it adds to the uadeliag of the nomological network
involving both constructs and the relationship aghdrem. Few studies have explored
the psychological implications of co-productiong(eDellande et al. 2004; Bendapudi
and Leone 2003). More importantly, the relatiopgbetween emotional attachment
(EA) and co-production has not yet been explored.

From a managerial perspective, the study of thaioglship between EA and co-
creation is also important. Emotional attachmeiat @-production have been shown to
possess similar desirable outcomes for busineftges(ample satisfaction and
commitment. Marketing managers usually tailoritiedfiorts in order to influence such
outcomes. Understanding the relationship and bariesi between the two variables may
guide managers to make better decisions in theetiagkmix, and the interaction
opportunities that they provide to their customers.

In summary, there is a gap in the nomological netvimvolving both: co-
production and emotional attachment. There isewd that they have common

antecedents and consequences, but the relaticastopg the two variables is not
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known. Filling this gap in the literature is reten to both, marketing academics, and

marketing managers.

Gap 2: The Role of Emotional Attachment under Tustomer Focus Conditions

Previous research on consumer behavior showsulstiroer’'s evaluations of
products may vary according to their focus of atten(e.g., Tversky 1977; Dhar and
Simonson 1992; Kardes and Sanbonmatsu 1993). Bgawom the literature review,
emotional attachment is likely to be linked to qoguction especially when the focus of
the attention in the activity is the object. HoweMiterature also shows that sometimes
individuals engage in co-production activities nder to enjoy the performing of the
task. Thus, the question is, is the role of enmati@ttachment the same under these two
different conditions? As far as this author is@amed, this question has not been
tackled in the marketing literature and this is ohthe gaps that | attempt to fill.

Filling this gap is also relevant to academics anadketing practitioners. For
academics the study of the boundary conditionswhétion of object attachment
increments the understanding of the emotional latt@nt phenomenon. For managers,
understanding when emotional attachment is fornmelita impact in willingness to
dispose is beneficial so they can tailor their reting strategy accordingly.

In sum, the negative marketing consequences ofienabtattachment and co-
creation have not been adequately explored. litiaddthe formation of emotional
bonds in a co-production activity when there astiict activity focuses is also not
known. It is one objective of this dissertatiorbeygin to fill these gaps.

In the next chapter, | describe the research ctritean, based on the theoretical

foundations outlined in this chapter, | concepuaeah framework that helps explain how
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the previously mentioned variables interrelate momological and meaningful network.
| emphasize not only the directionality and typésetationships among the variables, but
also on the theoretical underpinnings that sugtpesh. Lastly, | formulate testable

hypotheses.
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CHAPTER 11l
HYPOTHESES
As | point out in the literature review section;@eation is a common term used
in the marketing literature to refer to customettipgoation. Customer co-creation is an
umbrella term that refers to a number of diffeneatticipative interactions, which may
vary in extent, between customers and companiesratus levels of the value chain. In
this dissertation as noted earlier, my focus iscthr@ext when the customer has a hands-
on interaction in making an object. This type e$tomer co-creation is called customer
co-production and this is the research contexhisfstudy.
| begin this chapter with a complete descriptiothef research context. Then, |
divide the research questions in two studies tteapeesented separately. Study 1
investigates the role of emotional attachment wtherobject is the focus of the activity.
The model in study one proposes that co-produdtiads to a lower willingness to
dispose of the object and that this relationshipésliated by the emotional attachment
generated by the co-production activity. In addifithe model suggests that this effect is
stronger at higher levels of meness, that is, whenndividual associates the object with
the self. Study 2 proposes a model in which tagéyenent is higher when the co-
production task is performed under conditions ghler autonomy and creativity. Also,

the model proposes task enjoyment mitigates trexedff EA on WTD.
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This chapter is organized in 3 sections. In th& fection | discuss the context
and the phenomenon that the model attempts togeqire This section describes the kind
of phenomenon that | am investigating. In the sdcgection | introduce the proposed
model for study one and | provide support for theppsed relationships in the model. In
the third section, | present the model for study amd | discuss the theoretical
underpinnings sustaining the proposed associatibastable hypotheses are developed

in each study section.

The Research Context
There is an increasing trend of customer partimpeat different levels of the
value chain (e.g., Lusch et al. 2007; Etgar 200%&rR2005). Customers participate in
several activities before the creation and consionptf a product ranging from design
to production. Customer co-creation is an umbtelten that refers to a number of
different participative interactions, which may yam extent between customers and
companies at various levels of the value chaifocuis on the customer’s hands-on

participative interaction in producing an objece (i co-production).

Customer Co-production

As | previously stated in Chapter Il, | focus tHissertation on the customer
participation on the realm of manufactured goodsetathan services. In the context of
goods, there are situations when the consumer moayde input in the fabrication,
ideation, design, or finishing of a product beforafter the purchase. In this
dissertation, | center my attention on customepmaguction which occurs when a

customer has hands-on participation in the fabdoatf an object (see Figure 4). |
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specifically focus on the category of durable goadsthat the co-production of
consumable items is not considered.

Figure 4 is a flowchart that describes the diffétgpes of customer participation
in the manufacturing process of a good. The s@bint is the question “Is customer
input needed prior to the purchase?” Customer inpéns any kind of physical or

mental contribution provided by a customer in thenaofacturing process.
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Figure 4 shows that when the customer input igemuired prior to the purchase,
there are at least three possible scenarios., tiesstompany may engage in mass
production. Mass production refers to the compswyiilateral fabrication of goods.

The goods that are made in this manner are oftenogisthe-shelf, for example buying a
set of cutlery. Second, the customer’s input maydguired after the purchase to
assemble a standardized good, for example an affiag. And third, a customer may
also provide input with respect to finishing theguct such as buying a set of unfinished
furniture to carve or paint. There might be diffietr types of post-purchase situations that
require different types of customer participatidtowever, this post-purchase customer
participation in putting a product together is nonsidered co-production because there
iS no co-participation between the company andcctistomer. That is, the customer can
finish the process by himself. | provide examg@ssllustration of the phenomenon, but
the focus of this work is the input that custonmaesy provide before the purchase

Figure 4 shows that when the customer’s input &led prior to purchase; the
types of input differ based on whether the needgpdtiis physical, mental, or both.

Later in this section | explain how the combinatafrthe two may be possible in what |
refer to as a participation loop. For now, if thput is physical, then there is a co-
production between the company and the customiysi€al input requires that the
customer have hands-on interaction with the protaftre it is made, for example when
a customer puts together a teddy bear at a BuiBkAr store.

If the initial input is mental in nature, that isdoes not require the customer to
manipulate the good with his own hands, the typ@miit is going to depend on whether

the company has an existing platform to guide tieamer in their effort. If the
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company does not have pre-existing limiting cowdisi for a customer to create a good,
the customer may be free to come up with a newymtagever offered by the company
before, for example when a steel fabricator receareorder from a client to produce a
piece or a mold that has never been done before.

When the company has a platform that guides tetomer’s mental input in the
manufacturing process, the next question beconths ihput is required for a product
platform in its initial or final form. If the pragtt platform is in its initial form, then the
customer input is called co-design. Co-desigrrseie the customer input that is guided
by the company in the initial stages of a good eicample Nike’s website (IDNike) in
which the company provides a product template withinich their customers can co-
design tennis shoes.

If the product platform is in its final form, théhe customer input is classified as
customization. Customization may have severaldiras according to the level and type
of customer input to that final platform. The mahmaracteristic of this type of mental
input is that there is an existing product platfdyat the final format of the product
depends on customer’s measurements or individeéémances for the various options
available, for example choosing a hard drive féredl computer, a stereo package for a
Pontiac automobile, or being fit for a suit at Mekt/earhouse.

The final part of the chart shows that a customay participate in multiple parts
of the manufacturing process creating a particjpelbop. For example, a customer may
interact with a golf equipment supplier to deterenaustomer specific attributes of a set
of clubs; for example shaft length or grip sizéhu$, the customer has completed the

customization stage. If the manufacturer thenssthip parts (the shafts cut the proper
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length, the grips, the clubheads, etc.) to theotnst for assembly then physical input is
required from the customer and this may be co-ptioin. At any point in the flowchart
of co-creation, customer’s input is enough to catethe good and the process ends.
In this dissertation, | focus on the emotionahelttiment resulting from situations
that involve the physical contribution by the cus@y in the creation of the good in the
pre-purchase stage. Further research may be needed if the model that | attempt to

represent may be replicated in closely related pimamon.

Study 1

In this section | present a model that depictsptienomenon when a customer is
involved in co-production activities. The modebsls that when a customer is involved
in co-production, there is a lower probability thfaé customer will be willing to dispose
of an object (see Figure 5). Furthermore, thisctfis stronger when there is a high
degree of meness. | also propose that the reas@uc¢h lower intentions to dispose of
the object is explained by the emotional attachrmetite object generated by the
interaction of co-production and meness.

For clarity purposes, | begin by presenting thst jrart of the model where co-
production is correlated to the willingness to dsp of an object (WTD). Then, |
discuss the effect of meness on WTD. Finallytiaduce the process mediation of
emotional attachment to the object between co-mtialy, meness, and the willingness to

dispose of an object.
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FIGURE 5
CO-PRODUCTION, MENESS AND WTD

Degreeof
Meness

Consumer Co- Willingness to
production Dispose

Co-productionr> Willingness to Dispose

As previously noted in Chapter Il, most of the sl on customer participation
has been done in the realm of services. The coesegs of customer participation in
service delivery have been documented following pespectives: from the company’s
and from the customer’s. From the company’s petsge some positive outcomes are
the increment of productivity and reduction of ctbett the firm would attain by
substituting employee labor with customer partitgra(e.g., Lovelock and Young 1979;
Mills et al. 1983; Mills and Morris 1986; Bowen 1838

From the consumer’s perspective, customer partioipas related to satisfaction
(Dellande et al. 2004; Bendapudi and Leone 2008gh&k-Hall et al. 2000; Meuter et
al. 2000), perceived quality (Kelley et al. 1992nignick-Hall et al. 2000), intentions to

re-participate in co-creation (Dong et al. 200Bmenitment and loyalty (Bagozzi and
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Dohlakia 2006; Simonson 2005; Dellaert and Streafe2905), and customer
involvement in new products (Sawhney et al. 2005).

Research in cognitive dissonance has long recogieg individuals engaged in
effort will value the outcome more than individualko receive the same outcome
without the effort due to the justification of effeffect (Festinger 1957, Aronson and
Mills 1959). However, recent research findingsénguestioned whether this effect is
due to dissonance or some other process (e.gn,iBéatt, and Zentall 2005). In the
manufactured goods setting, Franke and Piller (R@f4hd that willingness to pay was
almost 100% higher when participants evaluatedfadesigned watch. Also, Franke and
Shreier (2008) investigated the customer inpubéndreation of a good and its
relationship with customer satisfaction. They megthat individuals should be offered
the opportunity to make original contributions agrico-production so the outcome
becomes more valuable.

Thus, previous research findings suggest that mestparticipation can produce
positive outcomes for a company such as a highéngness to pay, improved customer
satisfaction, and stronger product preference. éd@wn other possible consequences of
co-production have not been explored, e.g., witiegp to replace the object, willingness
to dispose of the object, or life time customeueal

There is evidence in the literature that when agemakes a good, there might
be psychological reactions that make the persot twolto those items for a longer period
of time. Co-production involves the customer’sdisyon participation in the creation of
a good. The customer helps in making somethinigdikdenot exist before his input. This

physical input in the co-production of an objectyneéicit a sense of authorship
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(Bendapudi and Leone 2003). Locke (1690) and BEI88) argued that when
individuals perceive an outcome as a result of then work, their labor entitles them to
a total or partial sense of property over the golodturn, the sense of property over the
good has been related to higher liking for the good

Previous researchers (e.g., Sen and Johnson 1B88l&r1980) have also shown
that mere-possession may induce instantaneous@metefor the possessed object. The
mere-possession effect and its related concepts lbeen widely studied. Heider (1958)
argued that when a person possesses an item teahpeill tend to like it. Another
example is Thaler (1980). In what he calls theoswrdent effect, Thaler shows that
buyers and sellers of a common good differ in thaeing, suggesting that mere-
possession increases the value of the good. kisanere-possession of an object makes
people more reluctant to exchange it for a new okother example showed that the
mere-possession effect is present in cases whgclgiegical possession occurs (Sen
and Johnson 1997).

In the context of this dissertation, | suggest thlaén a customer co-produces a
good there are phenomological factors that indusenae of authorship over the co-
produced outcome, thus making its possession mguertant. Since the individual that
co-produced will have authorship over, and retaisspssion of the object, | expect that
they will tend to stick with the object longer.

| expect that co-production will have several levatcording to the tactile input
that the customer provides. Previous research shioat the more that a customer is
physically involved with the object though tactitgut, the better evaluations that the

customer will have of the object (Grohmann, Spabgeg, and Sprott 2007). Since co-
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production involves more tactile input contact witle product than non-co-production,
the co-produced item should be more favored bytis#gomer and, hence, the customer
will desire to maintain possession over a longeethorizon.

Based on the above reasoning, | expect that amperko is engaged in a high
level of co-production will be more reluctant té ¢@ of the object. That is, the customer
may not be as willing to dispose of the object agison with a low co-production (low
tactile input).

H1: When co-production is high, there will be angfigantly lower willingness to

dispose of the object compared to when co-prodadsidow.

Meness> Willingness to Dispose

The degree of meness refers to the degree to alsmbriations develop between
an object and the self. The level of meness i©mapt because it is related to the
willingness to dispose of an item. There is somdence that when individuals relate
their possessions to their self, the objects areemeaningful (Belk 1988; 1992). Other
research has shown that meaningful objects are prore to be kept and are less subject
to disposal (Walker 2006, Price et al. 2000; Cueasil. 2004).

The idea that cognitive associations are impofftanieaning creation has been
widely discussed in the literature. Previous regehlas found that individuals relate
their identity to a series of associations or cbgaischemas. This approach is based on
social-cognition and schemata literature. Bretre(L985) proposes that an individual
has an internal working model of mental associatihat help him define the world and
his sense of self. Consumption objects and exartsften included in such mental

networks to make sense of the world. Individuals these associations to define their
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identity, reinforce their sense of self, and defimeir roles in life (Baldwin et al. 1996;
Kleine et al. 1995; Richins 1994b; Kleine et al93R Thus, associations between
objects and a person’s self is a relevant becaui@n the context of co-production,
there might be situational factors that influertfoese associations.

In the context of co-production there are sevemsnn which meness can be
generated. For example, when a person is makieddy bear in a Build-a-Bear store,
the customer may include inside the bear a persmadd, photos, or any other objects
that have some symbolic meaning. Research shawsithply having a choice may
result in the development of object-person assiociatGawronski et al. 2007). Also,
meness can result if the customer co-producesspecific day such as his birthday, or
with a special person. Research has shown thalgace adverse to lose objects to
which they are associated (Sivadas and Venkate®h) 1R ccordingly, including meness
in the model is important because when object-peassociations develop the individual
will be more unlikely to part with the object. Spriopose the following:

H2: The willingness to dispose of an object isdowhen the extent of meness is

high compared to low.

As pointed out in Chapter II, an individual mayead his self to an object in
different ways. However, not all objects are agged with the self. A customer may
co-produce a wide array of products in daily lifa; example, if an individual
participated in making a burger at Fuddrucker’'smight not expect associations to
develop between the individual and the soon todmsuemed sandwich. Then too, an
individual may participate in making a teddy betaBaild-A-Bear with the expressed

intention that the bear would be a gift for anotberson. This is another situation in
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which associations between the object and selfmoagevelop. This implies that
meness is not always coincidental with co-produnctio

As the examples above show, participating in prodreation when tha priori
intent is to dispose of the object is qualitativeifferent than participating in co-
production when there is no sualpriori intent. When an individual plans to co-produce
an object that is not subject to associations thi¢hself, then the individual will be
willing to dispose of the object at rate comparablaon-co-produced products. On the
other hand, when a co-produced item is subjecsso@ation with the self, intentions to
dispose of the product should be much lower. $hggests that meness and co-
production interact in determining the individuakdlingness to dispose.

In the context of co-production, | expect that el of meness is going to have
an impact in the case when there is a higher lefvigctile input. | argue that the
opportunity for an individual to interact with tlobject is needed for the associations
between the self and the object to develop. Famgte, it is well accepted in the
literature that trophies and medals are highly @ased with the self because they may
provide a sense of identity. Let us suppose tvenaios, first an athlete that wins a
medal in the Olympic games and loses his medal afjar the ceremony (low
opportunity for a bond) and the case of an athteetakes his medal home, and after
several years he loses his medal (opportunity velde a bond). In both cases the stress
of losing the medal will be high, however in thesficase, if the Olympics committee
replaces the medal with another one, the individuay be equally satisfied. But, in the
second case, a replacement medal would not bed/bluthe athlete. In this case, time is

a factor that provides the opportunity for indivéditio transfer associations to the co-
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produced object. Therefore, | propose that intevaavith the object, including tactile
contact, will provide the opportunity to self-objessociations to develop.
H3: There is an interaction effect between menadsca-production in

determining willingness to dispose of a product.

FIGURE 6
MODERATING EFFECT OF MENESS
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Specifically, | suggest the following complex effethat will be tested via
priori planned contrasts (Brown and Melamed, 1991; WiBsswn and Michels 1991,
Tybout and Sternthal 2001). In the high co-proaunctondition, there should be a
significant difference in willingness to disposetioé object based on the level of meness.
When meness is low the object is sufficiently doest from the individual that the origin
of the item, whether co-produce or not, is unlikehaffect the willingness to dispose of
the object. However, when meness is high the &ssmts that develop between the

object and the self are likely to make the indiatiiinput into the object seem more
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personal. That is, the sense of authorship wilnoeh stronger and more salient. The
opportunity to interact with the object will alloA to build. Thus, in the high co-
production condition, willingness to dispose of tigect should be significantly lower
when there is high meness versus low meness.

Hsa When co-production is high, the willingness teptise of the object will be

significantly lower when meness is high comparebbta

On the other hand, when meness is high the leveb-@iroduction should lead to
significant differences in the willingness to dispmf the object. By the same argument
made above, when meness is high the associatiahddfielop between the object and
the self are likely to make the individual’s inputo the object seem more personal
increase, the sense of authorship, and allow aartyppty to interact with the object. In
contrast, in the low co-production condition thes@ot a sufficient opportunity for
associations to transfer to the object. Thus, ¢lvengh the potential exists for the
person to transfer their self-evaluations to theaithey will be unable to do so for a
lack of opportunity. Thus:

Hsn,: When meness is high, willingness to disposdéefabject should be

significantly lower in the high co-production themlow co-production.

Process Mediation

Including meness in the model is important becéausas been argued that the
incorporation of the extended self leads to archtteent to the object (Sivadas and
Venkatesh 1995; Belk 1989). In marketing, reseznschave followed this approach to

explain consumer’s attachment to special posses$eg., Thomson et al. 2005; Kleine
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et al. 1993; Ball and Tasaki 1992). In this seattigpropose that co-production and
meness are related to willingness to dispose beaafusmotional attachment. Process
mediation refers to the idea that when an orgamémives a stimulus, there is an
internal transformational process in the organisat transforms the stimuli into an
output response. These processes or entitieyémebetween the input and the output
(Baron and Kenny 1986). Baron and Kenny furthggest that a “given variable may be
considered a mediator to the extent that it aceofantthe relationship between the
predictor and the criterion (p.1176).”

Emotional attachment, which refers to the emotid@add connecting an
individual with a specific object, may be the maaken under which co-production and
meness lead to willingness to dispose. In theesartf this dissertation, emotional
attachment is proposed to be the mechanism undgrlge effect of co-production and
meness to the willingness to dispose of an objecabise 1) Co-production and EA are
related, 2) meness and EA are related, and 3) EHAMFD are related. | will explain
each of these relationships in turn.

1) Co-production and EA are Relate@o-production which refers to the
customer’s hands-on participation in fabricatingo@rect, and EA may be part of the
same nomological net because they seem to have eorantecedents and consequences.
Co-production and EA are both related to a custtmevolvement before consumption.
This involvement in the creation of the productdrefit is ready to be used allows the
customer to have a mental (e.g., designing) orlpsgt(e.g., assembling) interaction
with the product before consumption. This inte@acttnay also be related to emotional

attachment. Emotional attachment has been suggieste anteceded by both prefactual
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interaction (option attachment) and proximity (Camet al. 2003; Ball and Tasaki
1992).

Also, co-production and emotional attachment skaremon consequences such
as satisfaction and commitment. As exposed ititdr@ture review, customer
satisfaction is a common dependent variable oforost participation in the creation of a
good or service (e.g., Dellande et al. 2004; Bendaand Leone 2003; Lengnick-Hall et
al. 2000; Meuter et al. 2000). Another variablecdssed in Chapter Il that appears in
both literatures is commitment (e.g., Bagozzi amlBkia 2006; Rempel et al. 2001,
Spake et al. 2003; Thomson 2006; Thomson et ab)20BA is proposed to lead to
commitment (e.g., Thomson et al. 2005), and custqagicipation is also thought to
lead to commitment (e.g., Dellande et al. 2004,d@&agand Dholakia 2006),

In the phenomenon under study, | expect EA to becadled by customer co-
production on the bases of the level of customeraction with the object. The
interaction during the co-production may elicitanotional bond in several ways. First,
the physical input in the co-production of an objeay elicit a sense of authorship.
Locke (1690) and Belk (1988) argue that when irdligis perceive an outcome as a
result of their own work, their labor entitles théoma total or partial sense of property
over the good. Such endowment has been shownriddied to emotional attachment
(Ariely et al. 2005). Then, if the level of phyalénput is higher, the sense of ownership
(i.e., the endowment) should be higher thus inéngathe bond with the object.

Another way how interaction in co-production maigielattachment is through
the imaginary interaction with the finished produchis psychological interaction

occurs when the person imagines himself using tbéyzt when is finished. Previous
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studies show (e.g., Carmon et al. 2003; Ariely Smdonson 2003; Ball and Tasaki 1992)
that customers do have mental interaction withothject before owning the object and
that this interaction creates a pre-factual emafibond.

Additionally, when the customer is creating theeabjit may elicit a sense of
anthropomorphism. That is, the customer may stdytiing the object with human
characteristics as if he is bringing somethingfeo 1Jiménez and Voss (2007) propose
that it is possible that a person that anthropoimags an object could get emotionally
attached to it. Anthropomorphism refers to a pe@ssigning human characteristics to
an object; engaging in an imaginary relationshifhwi In these cases, objects are no
longer seen as inanimate objects, but animatetiesntinat the individual interacts with.
Individuals are loss averse to relationships (HamahShaver 1994), so losing an
anthropomorphized object may lead to a sense sfidlesause an emotional bond has
developed. For example in the movie “Cast AwayimlHank’s character
anthropomorphizes a volleyball which becomes hlg firend “Wilson.” When Hanks
loses Wilson in the sea, he risks his own lifeaweshis “friend.” This is an example of
how an emotional bond to an object may resultriongf motivations to retain the object.

Finally, the proximity to an object may create athdo it. Bowlby (1969) argues
that proximity to the attachment figure is impottemcreate an emotional bond,
especially if the attachment figure provides a sasfsafe haven and comfort. Since co-
production brings the individual into close proxiynwith the object, the initial bonds of
EA are likely to form (Jiménez and Voss 2007). §hwo-production and EA are related.

2) Meness Leads to EAAs explained in Chapter I, there are different

explanations of why an individual becomes attadbdus possessions. One explanation

73



is because the object becomes meaningful and sier(eal., Richins 1994b). Another
explanation is that the object becomes part okttiended-self (Belk 1989, 1992). What
these explanations have in common is that assongtevelop between the self and the
object. This is reflected when the individual stars pre-existing self-evaluations to the
object. Bretherton (1985) proposes that an indi@idas an internal working model of
mental associations that help him define the wand his sense of self. If an object is
seen as possessing an attribute which the individaks that they also possess, the
individual will transfer their evaluation of theaxvn attribute to the object (Gawronski et
al. 2007, Greenwald, Banaji, Rudman, Farnham, Naaak Mellott 2002). Individuals
use these associations to define their identitgfaoece their sense of self, and define
their roles in life (Baldwin et al. 1996; Kleinea&t 1995; Richins 1994b; Kleine et al.
1993). The association of a possession with thiesseslevant to my model because it
leads to EA to the object (Sivadas and Venkate9;1Belk 1989). Thus, to the extent
that meness exists, the more likely it is that EA develop (Belk 1989).

3) EAis Related to WT.DVariation in EA may account for variation in the
willingness to dispose of an object. As it hasrbpeeviously argued in Chapter I, the
findings of research on emotional attachment hawstiymbeen done on the positive
outcomes of the attachment such as loyalty, comemtprand satisfaction. Although few
studies directly assess the impact of emotionaththent on the willingness to dispose
(e.g., Walker 2006), other studies indirectly sugggkat individuals make efforts to
preserve certain objects (Belk 1992, Wallendorf Armbuld 1988), and that individuals

may become more loss averse if they are emotioatyhed to the object (Ariely et al.
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2005; Novemsky and Kahneman 2005). So, basedeoprévious findings | suggest that
EA will be negatively related to the willingnessdispose of an object.
H4: Emotional Attachment fully mediates the effetto-production and meness

on WTD.

Study 2

According to study one, as tactile input in co-preiibn increases the co-
producers willingness to dispose of the objecteleses. This is due to the emotional
attachment created by the interaction of the custand the object. Further, this effect
should be stronger only when the object is higlslsogiated with the self. That is, study
1 proposes a model where the focus of the co-ptamuactivity is the object.

The purpose of study two is to propose a modetHerole of emotional
attachment in co-production when the focus of tvoduction activity is the task. |
suggest that a manager may be able to influencectpeoduction process in such a way
that the customer focuses on the process (i.egdinaty) instead of focusing on the
outcome (i.e., the object). In my model (see Fegliy, | propose that creativity and
autonomy in the task interact to increase the lef/&sk enjoyment. Further, | propose
that as task enjoyment increases, the role of Editimgness to dispose of an object is
decreases. In the following sections | will expltie theoretical foundations for my

propositions and | will state the correspondingdtieses.
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FIGURE 7
MODEL FOR STUDY 2

EA
Object

Autonomy Task Willingness to
Enjoyment Dispose
Creativity

| propose that managers might mitigate the effeCE&A by manipulating

creativity and autonomy in the task. Such condgimight make the task more
enjoyable and may encourage the willingness togiaate in the activity again. Figure 7
shows a model in the context of customer co-pradnaif products. The figure shows
that autonomy and creativity positively impact taskoyment only when autonomy and
creativity are consistent. Then, EA to the obgead the task enjoyment predict the
willingness to dispose of the object. In theseesathe object is likely to become less
valued to the individual leading to a higher wifjimess to dispose of the object. Next |

draw from theory to explain the hypothesized relahips.

Autonomy and Creativitpy Task Enjoyment

Creativity is defined as “the generation of ideasights, or problem solving
solutions that are new and meant to be useful (& Bt al. 2008, p. 739).” Published
research shows that creativity varies in any speicitlividual’s mental state (Mumford
2003). This variation is relevant in the curremniext because co-production provides an

opportunity in which the individual may or may ramttivate their creative resources.
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It has been shown that and individual’'s readinesngage in creative tasks is not
constant across mental states (Lyubomirsky, Kind,@iener 2005; George and Brief,
1996; Mumford 2003). This variation of creativadeess is of managerial interest
because if customers are not ready to experiemedive thinking, then participation in
the task may be more mechanistic and, thus, deitaht task enjoyment. De Dreu et
al. (2008) showed that activating mood states er#hareative fluency and originality
due to enhanced flexibility. More specificallytigating moods (e.g., angry, fearful,
happy, elated) lead to more creative thinking tti@activating moods (e.g., sad,
depressed, relaxed, serene). In the co-productiotext, | propose that creativity is
relevant because it may lead to different leveltask enjoyment.

Autonomy in the context of co-production referghe extent of perceived
freedom during the hands-on production of a goddgeed from Dahl and Moreau
2007). Dahl and Moreau showed that autonomy irtakke is correlated to the level of
task enjoyment, which refers to the extent to wimchviduals enjoy and have fun during
the performance of the task. Moreover, they fotlvad there is a higher level of
enjoyment when participants are allowed to finlst product as they wanted compared
to the case when the participants are providedeal iend state of the good they created
(i.e., a picture of a finished good). Neverthelesgonomy had to be matched with the
proper level of instructions to complete the task.

In the above text | argued that customer creataitg high levels of autonomy
may increase task enjoyment. But, what would hapip& customer is in a deactivating
mood and he is provided with autonomy in a taskWkat happens if a customer feels

creative and he is restricted in the task? To anslmese questions | propose that an
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interaction effect exists such that task enjoymafitbe significantly higher if customer
creativity is matched with autonomy in task perfarnoe.

As noted above, Dahl and Moreau (2007) showedatlt@nomy in the task is
correlated to the level of task enjoyment. Inrdtailing context, Ward and Barnes
(2001) showed that perceived autonomy was assdaidth a more positive mood which
was shown to be associated with creativity in tleelldeu et al. (2008) study. It is
important to note that Dahl and Moreau showed tti@iutonomy — task enjoyment
relationship disappeared if individuals were giegphotograph of an idealized outcome.
Thus, the empirical evidence available in the ditere very strongly implies that
autonomy has an effect on task enjoyment only wherparticipants were in relatively
positive moods and were given the freedom to implantheir own ideas. Thus, when a
customer’s creativity is activated but they aregigén the freedom to act, task
enjoyment should be significantly less than whezativity is activated and the
participant is given autonomy.

In both the sales literature and the customer@gadiion literature, it has been
argued that in cases when individuals do not kntwatwo do in a given task (role
ambiguity), they experience stress which in turgatiwely impacts job satisfaction
(Mills and Morris 1986; Hartline and Ferrell 19963imilarly, when a customer’s
creativity is deactivated, the customer may hawefadeas, less originality, and less
flexibility in thought. If the customer is thersteed to act in an autonomous fashion, then
the individual is likely to not know what to do.hdis, when an individual is in a non-
creative mood, autonomy will create a sense otrfatisn or incompetence; thus

reducing the task enjoyment (See Figure 8). Adogiy,
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H5: There is an interaction effect such that tasjoyement will be significantly
higher when the participant is in creative moodiestand is granted autonomy.

FIGURE 8
AUTONOMY x CREATIVITY

Creativity

I—\ Low

Task Enjoyment

Low High

Autonomy

Process Mediation of Task Enjoyment

As argued in study one, co-production elicits assesf emotional attachment to
the object making the item less subject to dispokatgue that when individuals enjoy
co-production they will desire to engage in morepeaduction. For instance, if a person
enjoys the task of building teddy bears, then ithdividual might be willing to give bears
away in order to justify engaging in the experieateo-production again. Then too, as
the individual iterates through multiple co-prodantepisodes, the distinctiveness of any
specific co-produced output is lessened. Thusiribiee an individual enjoys the co-
production task the more willing that person igligpossess the object.

It is also the case that individuals focus on tbsifpres in order to mitigate or
ignore the negatives (for a review see Taylor 19%8gcent research by Cowley (2008)

suggests that when individuals enjoy a task bengaging in that task may produce
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losses, then the individuals engage in “hedonitiregdli Cowley proposes that
individuals tend to focus on the hedonic attribudkeexperiences to justify their decision
to do them again even in the presence of losskas, The more an individual likes an
activity, the more that individual will rationalizepetitive engagement in the activity by
focusing on the positive experience rather thaemal losses. Thus, in the present
context, | expect that as an individual's task gnjent increases, so does the likelihood
that the individual will be willing to dispose dié object (i.e., | can make another one
and | have fun doing it). Then:

H6: Task enjoyment, rather than EA, will be theqass mediator between

creativity, autonomy, and willingness to disposé¢hef object.

Next, | describe the methodology employed in otdeest the proposed
hypotheses. | present an overview of the designobject used in the experiment, the
manipulations, the participants, the procedurenteasures, and the statistical

procedures to test the hypotheses.
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CHAPTER IV
METHODOLOGY

This chapter proposes two studies to test the yheaven hypotheses formulated
in Chapter lll. 1 opted to follow an experimenggproach. Experimental designs are
more powerful than nonexperimental designs in distabg causal relationships among
variables due to the random assignment of the stshje control of comparisons, and
the manipulation of the independent variables (Qastiand Stanley 1963; Spector
1981). Although the control for other variablesaitab setting may bring ecological
validity trade-offs, the lab setting ensures materinal validity which helps in assessing
the impact of the independent variables on the ni#gret variables and it is a strong test
of causality.

In study 1, | test hypotheses 1-4. In generaptimpose of the experiment is to
determine if co-production leads to a less williags to dispose of an object, and if this
effect may be stronger when the object is assatiatéhe individual's self. Also, it tests
emotional attachment as an underlying cause foptbeosed relationships. Study 2 tests
for hypotheses 5-6 which concern the effect oftorgg and autonomy on task
enjoyment. In addition, this study explores if thgpact of EA on WTD decreases as a
result of an increase in task enjoyment. A summoétihe hypotheses and the studies is

shown in Table 5.
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TABLE 5
SUMMARY OF STUDIES AND HYPOTHESES

Study Hypotheses

Hy: When co-production is high, there will be a sigrafitly lower willingness to dispose of
the object compared to when co-production is low.

H,: The willingness to dispose of an object is loweewlhe extent of meness is high
compared to low.

Hj: There is an interaction effect between meness asmtaduction in determining willingness
Study 1 to dispose of a product.

Hs;s When co-production is high, the willingness to disp of the object will be
significantly lower when meness is high comparekbva

Hs,: When meness is high, willingness to dispose obtject will be significantly lower in the
high co-production than in the low co-production.

Hy: Emotional attachment fully mediates the effect@fpcoduction and meness on WTD.

Hs: There is an interaction effect such that task engmt will be significantly higher when
the participant is high on creativity and is granéeitonomy.
Study 2
He: Task enjoyment, rather than EA, will be the processliator between creativity, autonomy,
and willingness to dispose of the object.

Next, | describe each study in turn. Each studgscription consists of six
sections: 1) an overview of the design, 2) the abf@) pretests of manipulations, 4) the
participants, 5) the procedure, 6) the measurek7athe statistical procedures to test the

hypotheses.

Study 1
The purpose of this study was to test weather emalkiattachment mediates the
relationship between co-production, meness, anthgiless to dispose. Next, | describe
the following sections: 1) an overview of the d@sig) the object, 3) the manipulations,
4) the participants, 5) the procedure, 6) the messand 7) the statistical procedures to

test the hypotheses.
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Design Overview

This study is a 2 (meness: low, high) x 2 (co-patdun: low, high) between-
subjects factorial design. The first factor printes degree of meness with one condition
where there is low meness and one where therglsrhéness. The second factor
manipulates whether the level of co-productiorois br high. The study was run in a
controlled lab setting with random assignment difjscis to conditions. The experiment
contemplated the test of a new co-production cancepdergraduate students were
recruited in exchange for the product they woulgpoaduce.

The manipulation of meness involved priming theoasgion of the self with the
object. The prime was accomplished by a trainasds that teaches the subject to either:
1) associate pillows with words related to the galjh meness), or 2) associate pillows
with words related to others (low meness). The ahpction manipulation was done by
having the student finish making the pillow wittstmer own hands (high co-production),
or a lab assistant finish making the pillow basedre participant’'s recommendations
(low co-production). In both cases the participamise materials. Both manipulations
were pretested prior to the main study.

After the completion of the pillow, participantssavered a questionnaire
containing measures of EA, willingness to dispgeparation distress, and demographic
guestions such as age, gender, year in collegegtAnetity. The questionnaire was
proctored by a different person in a different romnavoid social desirability bias. After
the completion of the questionnaire, the participavere dismissed. | further explain

each part of the experiment in detail in the follogvsections.
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The Object

The product used in the experiment was a pillowe decision was made after |
conducted some interviews among marketing docstualents and faculty members
about objects that could be co-produced. Thedisie considered in designing the
experiment looked as follows:

* Teddy bears
» Scrapbooking
» lkea (house interiors)

o Jewelry

e Quilts

» Baskets

* Toys (cars)
* Furniture

* Pillows

* Handcrafts
* Pottery

» Paintings

* Artin general

At first, the idea of teddy bears was appealingesithere is a famous company
nearby called Build-A-Bear. However, due to locaticost, time, and traveling
liabilities, a different product that could be used lab setting was suggested: a pillow.
The pillow was chosen due to feasibility and adegudt is feasible to have individuals
with no prior experience to make pillows. Also,kimg pillows resembles the process in
which customers engage to co-produce teddy bedusild-A-Bear stores. | tried to
mimic Build-A-Bear’s process of stuffing, attachjred touching the teddy bear when

participants made their pillow.
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Manipulations

Meness and co-production were manipulated variablegidy one. | will explain
the manipulations for each variable and the pretastducted to assure the success of
such manipulations. First, | discuss the maniparator meness and then the
manipulation for co-production.

Meness manipulationThere are several sources to adhere menessotujexut.

As | previously discussed, the sources may rarga fmemories, to achievement, or
interpersonal ties, among others. In the contEkt@experiment, | manipulated meness
by priming self associations with the object byngsa priming procedure similar to
Gawronski et al. (2007). The procedure is desdribdull in the section of the pretest 2.

| had to run two pretests since the first pretest wot successful. Corrections were made
and pretest 2 showed a successful manipulatioreoess and the same procedure was
used in the main experiment.

Pretest 1 The first pretest was run using power pointesdidhowing either
pictures of pillows or pencils. In the high menesadition participants were instructed
to match words related to the self (e.g., self, inmine, my) to pictures of pillows and to
match words related to others (e.g., other, thasir,tthey, it) to pictures of pencils. In
the low meness condition, participants were as@atbtthe opposite. That is, they were
instructed to match words related to others taupéd of pillows and to match words
related to the self to pictures of pencils. A sené10 pictures were shown (five pillows
and five pencils). 38 undergraduate female busisgglents participated in the task
during 3 days one at a time. 18 respondents veei@omly assigned to the low meness

condition and 20 were assigned to the high merasditton. A multivariate test was run
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using manipulation checks as the dependent varatiaising meness condition as the
fixed factor. None of the variables was significana level of significance of .05. The
dependent variable questions were: 1) There issocgétion between the pillow and me
(p >.336), 2) There is a link between the pillovdane (p >.101), 3) My pillow and | are
somehow related (p > .188), and 4) There is a adiorebetween my pillow and myself
(p > .318). | created a summated scale with theitems since they loaded in one factor
and showed high reliability (Cronbach’s alpha =502Then, | tested for the difference
between meness conditions on the summated deperatéatile. |1 ran an ANOVA with
meness (low, high) as the independent groups anguimmated scale as the DV. The
results show that there was not a significant ceffiee (df = 1,35, F = 1.896, p > .176).
The low meness condition’s mean was 3.056 andigierheness condition’s mean was
2.382. Since this first attempt to manipulate nssréid not work, | refined the
procedures and | ran a second pretest.

Pretest 2 A second pretest was conducted to manipulatietiet of meness by
refining the procedure used in pretest 1. Thisgstavas conducted using Qualtrics
(2008). The procedure was as follows. The primelved sequentially showing
participants pictures and words related to theaadf others on a computer screen using
Qualtrics. Different pictures of pillows and pdsaivere used. Pencils were used as a
pair in the task because they are unrelated todkgroduction of a pillow. There were
two types of screens in each condition (high vs hegness). The first type of screen had
as heading a word related to the self (e.g., s&df, I, mine, my) or a word related to
others (e.g., other, them, their, they, it). Thea pictures, one pillow and one pencil,

were shown below and they had to match by clickinghe right word (related to self or
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other) according to the instructions in their céiodi. The second type of screen showed
one picture, either a pillow or a pencil, and twords (self or other) so the participant
had to match by clicking on the right picture aciog to the instructions they were
given.

In the high meness condition participants wererureséd to match words related
to the self (e.g., self, me, I, mine, my) to piesiof pillows and to match words related to
others (e.g., other, them, their, they, it) to gies of pencils. In contrast, in the low level
of meness condition participants were told to matohds related to the self (e.g., self,
me, |, mine, my) to pictures of pencils and to rhatords related to others (e.g., other,
them, their, they, it) to pictures of pillows (sEable 8).

Before initiating the task, their level of assowatto pillows and pencils was
measured and two warm-up questions were forcedasitfection screens in case they
made mistakes. The order and presentation ofgtierns, words or pictures, was
randomly assigned to each individual. A total 0fs2reens (half with two pictures and
one word, and half with two words and one pictuveje shown. In addition,
manipulation check questions were asked at theoetite computer task. Response
times were also recorded for each screen.

The patrticipants in pretest 2 were 190 undergradsiatdents. The pretest was
conducted in a lab environment. There were malefeamale participants. None of these
participants are the same from the previous prete#39 respondents completed the
survey. 100 respondents answered the High mepesiition and 89 the low meness

condition. The pretest was run during three ddysspondents were given bonus points
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for their participation and they were given bonoss if they would bring a friend with
them.

The goal of the pretest was to test if the manipaeof the self-anchoring prime
worked. | tested in different ways. First, beftite prime started, | asked them to rate
their level of association with pillows and penclishowed participants a picture of a
pencil and a picture of a pillow separately andedskem to report their level of
association to the self or to others. Then | regmbthe measure at the end of the task.
The results show that for the pre-measure themetia significant difference of level of
association for either pillows or pencils to eitherds related to self or others between
conditions. In the post measure, there is a saamf difference on the level of
association of pillows or pencils to the word selto the word others (p <.001) such that
those individuals in the high meness conditiontegfallows with the self and individuals
in the low meness condition relate pillows witherth

A second measure was to check if the participamembered what they were
asked to do. Respondents in the high meness camd#ported that they were asked to
match words related to the self to pillows and wgarlated to others to pencils which is
significantly different to the respondents in tbe/lcondition who reported the opposite
(p <.001).

Third, | asked a series of questions about probadseciations of the self to
either pencils or pillows. The results show ttmat individuals correctly associate the self
with the corresponding item: pillow or pencil. Heopeople in the high meness reported
a higher level of association than those in theresness condition (p < .001). | also

checked for the proposed manipulation check scalenéness which includes 4 items.
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The items were: 1) There is an association betyédkrws and me, 2) there is a link
between pillows and me, 3) Pillows and | are sometedated, 4) There is a connection
between pillows and myself. Table 6 shows theatations among the items,
Cronbach’s alpha, and EFA results.

TABLE 6

EXPLORATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS AND RELIABILITY
ANALYSIS FOR THE MENESS MANIPULATION CHECK

ltem-Total
Scale Factor loading Correlation
Meness Scale (ME)
ME 01 0.872 0.899
ME 02 0.945 0.951
ME 03 0.871 0.867
ME 04 0.929 0.940
Eigen Value 3.275
% of Variance 81.876
Cronbach's alpha 0.925

Finally, | analyzed the average response timesking the time it would take
respondents to complete the task in each paged¢onsls). As the graph shows, there is
a gradual reduction in response time as the paatitiadvances in the task. This
reduction time suggests that the respondents ammiéing the associations (see Figure

9).
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FIGURE 9
RESPONSE TIMES FOR THE MENESS PRIME
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In sum, these results indicate that the manipulationeness was successful.
The computer task and procedure used in this pretae replicated in the main
experiment.

Co-production Manipulation The co-production level was manipulated by the
level of tactile input that a participant had dgrthe making of the pillow. In the low co-
production condition, the participants had a loatita input. In the high co-production
condition, the participant had a high tactile inputhe production process. In both
situations the students entered the assigned radnwere shown a series of options
from which to choose such as the pillow covering stuffing materials. To eliminate
the threat of contamination due to group dynanoa$y one participant did the task in a
lab room at a time. The pillow coverings were miden a variety of fabrics and were

pre-sewn on three sides.
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In the high tactile condition, the participants eiepecifically asked to touch the
fabric and other material during the choice procédsen the participants proceeded to
stuff the pillow with their chosen contents. Thk &ssistant finished the pillow by
closing the open-end (see Table 8).

In the low tactile condition, the participants cadie fabric and other material
from a check list order form. The lab assistantzpeded to make the desired pillow and
close the open end (see Table 8). Thus, partitsgead no tactile contact with the pillow
materials until they were handed the finished pob@dnd sent to complete the dependent
measures.

The pretest for the co-production manipulation imed 38 undergraduate female
business students. They came to a lab room caéirae and they were randomly
assigned to the co-production condition. 20 pigndicts did the high co-production
condition and 18 did the low co-production conditiol he manipulation check for co-
production was measured with a scale that inclidéeims. Table 7 shows the

correlations among the items, Cronbach’s alpha B results.
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TABLE 7
EXPLORATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS AND RELIABILITY ANALYSIS
FOR THE CO-PRODUCTION MANIPULATION CHECK

ltem-Total
Scale Factor loading Correlation
Co-production Scale (COP)
COP 01 0.970 0.927
COP 02 0.922 0.831
COP 03 0.947 0.876
Eigen Value 2.687
% of Variance 89.562
Cronbach's alpha 0.941

All the items loaded in one factor with the minimdactor loading being 9.22.
Since the items showed good reliability with a Grach’s alpha of .941, | created a
summated scale with the three items. Then, |destethe difference between co-
production conditions on the summated dependerdhiar | ran an ANOVA with the
co-production condition (low, high) as the indepemidgroups and the summated scale as
the DV. The results show that there was a sigaiidifference on the summated scale
by the two groups (F = 57.37&{= 1,35, p <.001). The low coproduction mean was
2.148 and the high co-production mean was 5.491s ifdicates that the manipulation

was successful.
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TABLE 8
MANIPULATIONS

Manipulation

Low

High

Meness

The participants were asked to
match by clicking on a computer
screen words related to self (i.e.,
self, me, I, mine, my) and picture
of pencils. They were asked to
match words related to others (i.¢
other, them, their, they, it) and
pictures of pillows. Participants
did 20 iterations.

The participants were asked to
match by clicking on a computer
screen words related to self (i.e.
sself, me, I, mine, my) and picturé
of pillows. Also, they were aske
> {0 match words related to others
(i.e., other, them, their, they, it)
and pictures of pencils.
Participants did 20 iterations.

2S

o

Manipulation

Low

High

Co-production

The amount of tactile input was
limited almost null. The
participant was asked to choose
from a fabric type to make the
pillow from. Four different types
of designs were provided for the
participant to touch and choose.
The fabrics varied in color. (pink,
blue, white). The pillows were
partially manufactured missing
only the stuffing and the sealing ¢
one of the sides.

Tactile input was encouraged.
The participant was asked to
choose from a fabric type to ma
the pillow from. Four different
types of designs were provided
for the participant to touch and
choose. The fabrics varied in
color. (pink, blue, white). The
pillows were partially
manufactured missing only the

pituffing and the sealing of one of

the sides. After choosing the
fabric, the participant was asked
to stuff the pillow and seal the

missing side.

Ke

The successful manipulation procedures describdusrsection and its

manipulation checks were used in the main study.

Participants

The participants in the main study were 130 fernalgergraduate students over

the age of 18 at a large Midwestern universityhim Wnited States. The students were

recruited through ads around campus encouragimg thgarticipate in a testing of a

new company concept. Since the product is releiaatfemale population, sorority

houses were targeted with direct appeals. A snibwdzdanique was also used by telling
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girls to bring their friends. In an experimentiligtion, homogeneous samples may be
preferred in order to test theory. It is not thegose of the first experiment to check for
the generalization of the findings. Thus, a fenpalpulation of participants could be
appropriate (Calder, Phillips, and Tybout 1981,2)98n the ad, there will be
information on what is the purpose of the studgeneral terms without providing
specific clues about the main purpose to avoid aehaatifacts (Sawyer 1975) as
follows:

FIGURE 10
PARTICIPANT RECRUITMENT AD

Free fun.
The Department of Marketing in the William S. Sge&chool of
Business at OSU is currently looking for individsi&b
participate in a study involving product co-prodactand
customization.Participants will be allowed to keep the object
they help co-produce.

Must be a Female.

Must be age 18 or over

It will take about 30 minutes.

Space is limited

Reserve your place by contacting Fernando Jiménez

Fernando.Jiménez@okstate.ent(405) 744-8674

Procedure
The main study was run over a three-week pertbeery experiment day ran
from 2pm — 6pm. | had three locations openedtah@. Two rooms were open for the

experiment and one location was available for gntig@pants to answer the final
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guestionnaire. Participation was scheduled in adwa Participating students (n = 130)
were randomly assigned to one of the four condstiddpon arrival subjects were
assigned to one of the two experimental rooms.

When the participant arrived, there was one gremitside the rooms to give the
participant a number and to instruct them wherg there going. One subject and the
experimenter were in one experimental room at a&meestime. When they entered the
room, they were greeted by the experimenter angwleee asked to complete the meness
computer-based prime. They were told that aftemgieting the task, they would engage
in making a product that they would keep for theliresse The computer task was set by
the experimenter depending on the condition theggaant was in (low vs high meness).
When they finished the computer task, they were@s$& come by the pillow making
setting.

The pillow making setting consisted of having thiéop design options displayed
for them to choose. Also, there was a productantetready with stuffing material, and
additional items to make the stuffing entertainsngh as confetti, metallic and foam
figures. Participants in the high tactile conditiwere encouraged to touch the pillows to
decide which one to keep and to stuff their pillith their own hands. Also,
participants were encouraged to use additional miaége In the low tactile condition
participants were told that one pillow was goindéomade for them. They were given a
paper format and a pencil. The format containettep so they could choose the color of
their pillow, the size, and the materials they vedninside the pillow. Once the

participant filled the form, they would give it the experimenter so he could make the
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pillow for them. In both conditions, it was empizasl that the pillow was for them to
keep.

Once the patrticipant finished the pillow, the expenter would ask her to step
outside the room and see the greeter. Then, tisepeutside the room would give them

a questionnaire to fill and provide them a placedmplete it.

Measures

The measures were provided in a questionnaire loatlodtbe students once they
received their pillow. The instrument included npasation checks for the independent
variables, measures for the dependent variablendator, and general demographics
(Appendix A).

Manipulation ChecksFor meness | used a 4-item scale that was usdrtas t

manipulation check in the pretest (see Table 9).

TABLE 9
MANIPULATION CHECK FOR MENESS
Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree
There is an association between the pillow and me. 213 4 5 6 7
There is a link between the pillow and me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
My pillow and | are somehow related. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

There is a connection between the pillowand myself 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

For co-production | used an extent of hands-on@pation scale. Existing
scales in consumer co-participation assess therdift dimensions of participation in

services including aspects such as preparatioivedglof service, etc. Thus, | developed
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a new three-item scale to measure hands-on paatiieipin a manufacturing co-

production context. This scale showed good prageeit the pretest (see Table 10).

TABLE 10
MANIPULATION CHECK FOR CO-PRODUCTION

For each item below, please circle the number staspresents the extent of hands-on
participation in the previous activity.

To No To Great

Extent Extent
Extent that | had hands-on participation in makimgpillow. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Extent that | made the pillow with my own hands. 1 2 83 5 6 7
Extent that | physically contributed in making thi#¢ow. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Dependent VariableFor the dependent variable | used an index of the
willingness to dispose of an object. The indea fermative scale formed from different
types of disposition type similar to Walker’s (20@gale as shown in Table 11. The
items combine to form the measure used to tegtrihygosed relationships. To validate
the formative measure, | followed the proceduregssted by Diamantopolous and
Winklhofer (2001) and Diamantopolous and Siguawd@)O0 | used a related scale, the
anticipated guilt scale Massi Lindsey (2005), tbdade the index (Table 12). Guilt is an
unpleasant emotional state resulting from the beie you might be in the wrong, or
that others may perceive that you might be wronggaiLindsey 2005, p. 454).
Anticipated emotions have been shown to be rekat@atentions and behavior.
Anticipated guilt then, is the anticipated unpleddaeling from being or doing wrong.
This anticipated feeling is related to the willimgs to dispose because when a person
departs with an object with emotional attributégnt emotional reactions may occur.

Thus, | expect that if a person feels emotiondilgced to their object, then thinking
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about the disposal of the object may cause anipated emotional discomfort as a sense
of guilt.

For the willingness to dispose, | used a four- ismale measuring intentions to
dispose of an object extracted from Walker (2006)lso added three more items to
cover the domain of disposition in this contexshewn in Table 11.

TABLE 11
WILLINGNESS TO DISPOSE SCALE

Please indicate on a scale of 1 ("not at all liRely 9 ("extremely likely") how likely are you tispose of
the pillow in each of the following ways:

Not at all Extremely

likely likely
Throw it away 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Put it in a paid storage 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Try to sell it (e.g. on Ebay, at a garage sale) 1 2 3 45 6 7 8 9
Donate it (to a goodwill or other charity) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Replace it with a new one. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Give it to a friend. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Give it to a family member. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

TABLE 12

ANTICIPATED REGRET SCALE

Please circle the number that best describes yraement with the following statements.

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree
I would feel remorseful if | got rid of my pillow. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
I would feel guilty if | did not keep my pillow. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| would not feel sorry for throwing away my pilloyR) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| expect that | would feel bad when | give my plaway 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
I would feel guilty if | gave my pillow away. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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| also included a social desirability scale to asddor confounding effects. The
reason to include this scale is that disposal questare likely to be impacted by the fact
that the participants are getting a free pillovertithere is a risk that they would provide
normative responses in order to be polite to tseaschers. In order to measure social
desirability, | used the social desirability sc@lable 13) from Strahan and Gerbasi

(1972) which is a reduced form of the widely usedvthe and Marlowe (1960) scale.

TABLE 13

SOCIAL DESIRABILITY SCALE
You are always willing to admit it when you makeistake TRUE FALSE
You always try to practice what you preach TRUE FALSE
You never get upset being asked to return a favor UHR FALSE
You have never been annoyed when people expredsas i TRUE FALSE
very different from your own
You have never deliberately said something that $nmeone's feeli TRUE FALSE
You like to gossip at times TRUE FALSE
There have been occasions when you took advantageneone TRUE FALSE
You sometimes try to get even rather than forgive farget TRUE FALSE
At times you have really insisted on having thiggar own way TRUE FALSE
There have been occasions when you felt like smgghings TRUE FALSE

Mediator. For the emotional attachment to objects | develapsdale. The
reason for using a new scale is that previous sd¢aee been criticized. One claim is
that they include items that reflect the anteceslentonsequences of EA (Jiménez and
Voss 2007, Kleine and Baker 2004). It is not dese for a construct to be defined or
measured in terms of its antecedents or consegsiéhimaven and Voss 2008; Summers

2001).
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The new EA scale (Table 14) consists of five sematitferential items. The
items were selected from a larger pool of itemgidlndata was collected among a small
group of students to eliminate suspect items. seguent test of the measure was run
using 196 undergraduate students. The 5 item s@deselected based on inter-item
correlations. Internal consistency reliabilityukted ina = .962. An exploratory factor
analysis (EFA) of the five items produced a onedasolution accounting for 83% of
variance explained (Table 15).

TABLE 14
EMOTIONAL ATTACHMENT SCALE

No Love At All 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 AStronglLove

No EmotionalBond 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 A Strong Emotional Bond
Not Emotionally Connected 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Emotionally Connected
Not Linked By Feelings 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Linked By Feelings
No Feelings of Attachment 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  Strong Feelingattsfichment
TABLE 15

EXPLORATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS AND
RELIABILITY ANALYSIS FOR EMOTIONAL ATTACHMENT

ltem-Total
Scale Factor Loading Correlation
Emotional Attachment (EA)
EAO1 0.839 0.823
EA02 0.940 0.916
EAO03 0.950 0.925
EAO04 0.921 0.899
EA05 0.922 0.901
Eigen Value 4.344
% of Variance 83.725
Conbrach's alpha 0.962
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Statistics

Test of Main Effects and ModeratioRor the test of the main effects of meness
and co-production on the willingness to disposthefobject, | will look at the main
effects in an ANOVA. | will test the interactiofffect usinga priori planned
comparisons (Winer et al. 1991; Tybout and Stetr2B@1). | used planned
comparisons because there is a possibility thaictural interaction effect may be hidden
in a non-significant overall F-test (Tybout andr8teal 2001). Then, what | propose is
to test the mean differences for the cells of Bgebased on hypotheses 1 through 4.

Test of Process Mediatiorin order to test if emotional attachment accouats f
the effect of the predictors on the criterion, aeseof requirements should be met.
According to Baron and Kenny (1986), there shoddb effect of the independent
variable on the dependent variable. | test tHesceéby looking at the main effects in the
ANOVA. However, Kenny, Kashy, and Bolger (1998y@ed that the condition of a
preexisting significant relationship between théependent variable and the dependent
variable is not necessary to substantiate a mediaffect. Variation in the independent
variable, howevemustsignificantly account for variation in the mediato/ariation in
the mediatomustsignificantly account for variation in the depentieariable.

| test process mediation using an analysis of Ganee (ANCOVA) adding the
summated scale of emotional attachment as a cewanghen emotional attachment is
controlled for as a covariate, | expect the covanill be significantly related to the
dependent variable and that the p-values for ther@d comparison tests will inflate. If

the p-values inflate to non-significance it is eande of full mediation. If the p-values
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inflate but remain significant, it is evidence @frpal mediation. Either will be taken as

support for H4.

Study 2

The purpose of study 2 is to test whether chantjfiagarticipants focus from the
object to the co-production process during the tagigates the effect of EA. More
specifically, | attempt to increase the level aid@njoyment by manipulating the
autonomy given to the participant in the task dreddreativity mood of the participant.
As task enjoyment increases, it is expected to atedhe relationship between co-
production and willingness to dispose of an objestead of EA. In the following
sections | discuss: 1) an overview of the desigmh& object, 3) the manipulations, 4) the
participants, 5) the procedure, 6) the measurek7athe statistical procedures to test the

hypotheses.

Design Overview

The study is a 2 (creativity: low vs. high) x 2if@homy: low vs. high) between
subjects experimental design. As in study 1, #pegment was run in a controlled lab
setting. The experiment consisted of participaetsorating a mug. Undergraduate
students were recruited in exchange for the mug.

Creativity, as suggested by previous literatures§8aberg and Moskowitz 2005),
was manipulated by a priming task. Specificalightcreativity was primed by having
subjects briefly describe three situations whew thed behaved creatively. In addition,
participants in the high creativity condition wexgked to complete a figural task in

which they had to do unusual figures. It has tmeggested that by encouraging
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individuals to do creative work, it will activatedir creativity mindset (Paulus and Yang
2000).

In contrast low creativity was primed by havingtmajpants briefly describe three
situations where they had to do a repetitive tdekaddition, participants were given a
connect-the- dot task where they had to completg@énimeter of predetermined
geometric figures.

Consistent with previous research (e.g., Dahl andesiu 2007), autonomy was
manipulated by showing or not showing the partictpa finished product and telling
them to match their decoration accordingly as phicate it. That is, in the high
autonomy condition, participants had to match theodation of a given model mug. In
the low autonomy condition participants were gitle® opportunity to decorate the mug
the way they wanted.

After the completion of the mug, a questionnairetaming measures of EA, task
enjoyment, willingness to dispose, and demogragheéstions such as age, gender, year
in college, and ethnicity were given to each pgréint. The questionnaire was proctored
by a different person in a different location t@@vsocial desirability bias. After the

completion of the questionnaire, participants wiseissed.

The Object

The object that was co-produced was a coffee g mug was plain white and
the participants were given stickers of differeintds to decorate the mug. Mugs were
chosen because mugs are common objects that acematonly co-produced. Although

the participant was not involved in manufacturihg mug, they had to finish the
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production process by decorating it. Before theiggpants began the task, they were

told that the mugs were incomplete and that theylavoomplete the production process.

Manipulations

Creativity and autonomy were manipulated variablegudy 2. Creativity, as
suggested by previous literature (Sassenberg arstkdwotz 2005), was manipulated by
a priming task. Autonomy was manipulated accordngrevious research procedures
by restricting choices in the co-production taskiiDand Moreau 2007). | describe each
manipulation in turn.

Creativity Manipulation Creativity was manipulated with a priming task.
Specifically, high creativity was primed by havisgpjects briefly describe three
situations when they had behaved creatively. thtexh, participants in the high
creativity condition were asked to complete a feduask in which they had to do unusual
figures (see appendix B). It has been suggestdthencouraging individuals to do
creative work, it will activate their creativity mdset (Paulus and Yang 2000).

In contrast low creativity was primed by havingtmapants briefly describe three
situations where they had to do a repetitive tdakaddition, participants were given a
connect-the-dot task where they had to completpeheneter of predetermined
geometric figures (see Appendix C). The manipatatheck for creativity involved a

perceived creativity scale (Kurtzberg 2005). Selld a6.
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TABLE 16
PERCEIVED CREATIVITY SCALE

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree

| felt that | was creative. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

| did creative work. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

| felt imaginative when | was doing the task. 1 2 3 4 5 67

| ran a pretest of the creativity manipulatior® uhdergraduate students
participated in the pretest in exchange for exteglit in a large marketing class. |
randomly assigned the participants to creativitydittons. 23 students were assigned to
the low creativity condition and 26 were assigrethe high creativity condition. The
perceived creativity scale showed good scale ptiggerAll items loaded in one factor
solution with an Eigen value of 2.671. The iteradings were .938, .961, and .931. The
items showed item-to-total correlations of .862,0.9and .848 for items 1-3 respectively.
In addition the scale showed acceptable reliabjiyonbach’s alpha = .938). Thus, the
scale was combined in a summated scale and tHes\wsaa used to check for the
effectiveness of the creative manipulation.

I ran an ANOVA with the summated perceived cresfigcale as the dependent
variable and the categorical creative variablehasridependent factor. The results show
that there was a significant difference betweemtirticipants in the high (M = 4.205)
vs. low (M = 2.217) creativity conditions for theremated perceived creativity scale

(F =27.365df= 1,48, p <.001). Thus, the creativity manipuativas successful.
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Autonomy Manipulation Consistent with previous research (e.g., Datll an
Moreau 2007), autonomy was manipulated by the lef/feedom given to the
participants to make their own choices during thomduction of an object. For the low
autonomy condition, participants were given a $éi0adifferent sticker designs.
However, they were instructed to match the decomadf a model mug. The “role” mug
was available and visible for each participantr the high autonomy condition
participants were free to choose from a stack dfifférent sticker sheets to decorate
their mug. The effect of the autonomy manipulatias checked by using a four-item,
nine point scale (Table 17) used by Dahl and Mof2807). The scale was administered
after the co-production task.

The design of the “role” mug was chosen by pratgdtiree different designs.

All designs had a similar number of stickers plaoadhe mug to keep a consistent level
of difficulty. Also, the designs were gender nautrTwo designs had a seasonal topic
(St. Patrick’s day and Christmas), and one deseghahpet topic (dog paws).

| ran a test to choose the design to be used édlotlh autonomy condition. 31
undergraduate students participated in the tastturn for extra credit. All participants
watched the three mugs in a random order and argvid0 questions after each mug
presentation. First they answered “how much doli@uthe decoration?” and then they
answered “how much do you identify with the dedorg®” They reported their answers
on al (not at all) to 7 (very much) scale. As etee, there were not significant
differences across designs. | chose the pet ddsigro the feasibility in finding enough
material and cost efficiency (more mugs with festcker sheets). Thus, the pet design

was used in the manipulation pretest.
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TABLE 17
MANIPULATION CHECK FOR AUTONOMY

Low High
Extent Extent
To what extent did you feel free to make your owaichs? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
To what extent did you feel free to express youpself 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
To what extent did you feel controlled? 1 2 3 45 6 7 8 9
To what extent did you feel pressured? 1 2 3 45 6 7 8 9

| conducted two pretests for the autonomy maniprabecause the autonomy
scale used as manipulation check did not show goal# properties in the first pretest.
In the first manipulation pretest, 39 undergradumtsiness students participated in
exchange for extra credit. 20 students were indiveautonomy condition and 19
students were in the high autonomy condition. daited for the dimensionality and
reliability of the autonomy scale. The data shtled there are serious problems with the
scale (see Table 18).

TABLE 18

EXPLORATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS AND
RELIABILITY ANALYSIS FOR THE AUTONOMY SCALE

Item-Total
Scale Factor loadings Correlation
Autonomy Scale (AUTO) Factor 1 Factor 2
AUTO 01 0.960 0.001 0.496
AUTO 02 0.945 0.079 0.552
AUTO 03 -0.544 0.566 -0.279
AUTO 04 0.270 0.860 0.240
Eigen Value 2.184 1.067
% of Variance 54591 81.276
Cronbach's alpha 0.381
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| cleaned the scale by deleting items with an itetat correlation under .50, one
at a time. Two items hold together. It seems th@treverse worded items were the
problem. The items AUTO 01 and AUTO 02 had a datien of .963. | combined these
two items and ran a univariate test of variancé wie combined scale as the dependent
variable and the condition as the discrete fixetioia(low vs. high autonomy). The
analysis shows that there was a significant diffeeebetween the two groups on how
autonomous they felt during the task (F = 41.774,.001,df = 1,38). Those participants
in the high condition felt more autonomous (meah390) than the participants in the low
autonomy condition (mean = 2.368).

In order to assess in a better way the manipulat@ck of autonomy, a new
scale was created. The scale was created by cigoiesms from a pool of possible items
to measure the extent of autonomy in making detssduring the co-production task.
Five items shown in Table 19 were selected. Thteses include the two items that

worked from the previous pretest.

TABLE 19
CORRECTED SCALE FOR AUTONOMY
Low High
Extent Extent
To what extent did you feel free to make your olwnices? 1 2 3 45 6 7 8 9
To what extent did you feel free to express yofiPsel 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
To what extent did you do "your own thing"? 1 2 3 45 6 7 8 9

To what extent did you feel free to communicaterytbougths? 1 2 3 45 6 7 8 9
To what extent did you feel free to express yoslifgs? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Before using this scale in the main study, a gteiéthe new measure was

conducted. Fifty undergraduate students partieghbat the pretest in return for extra
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credit. Forty-eight cases were analyzed. Tweaty-participants were in the high
autonomy condition and 24 were in the low auton@aydition. Due to cost and
logistics, instead of decorating a mug, studentlénhigh autonomy condition were
asked to draw whatever they wanted on a sheetparpdParticipants in the low
autonomy condition were asked to replicate a sirdpd&ing of a house on a sheet of
paper. Then, the participants answered the cedesttale for autonomy. Results show
that this new measure has better properties treprévious one. The corrected scale has
a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.957, and all the items Ilnazhe factor as shown in Table 20.

| ran a univariate test to check if the manipalatvas successful. | combined the
five items in a summated scale as a dependentl@aad the autonomy conditions as
the fixed factor. There was a significant diffezerbetween the low and high conditions
on the level of perceived autonomy (F = 105.35,.p64, df = 1,47). The mean for the
low autonomy condition was 2.283 and the meanhferigh autonomy condition was
7.133. Therefore, the manipulation was successfdll used the corrected autonomy

scale as the manipulation check for autonomy femtiain study.
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TABLE 20
EXPLORATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS AND RELIABILITY
ANALYSIS FOR THE CORRECTED AUTONOMY SCALE

ltem-Total
Scale Factor loadings Correlation
Corrected Autonomy Scale (CAUTO)
CAUTO 01 0.882 0.823
CAUTO 02 0.929 0.889
CAUTO 03 0.919 0.872
CAUTO 04 0.945 0.907
CAUTO 05 0.950 0.914
Eigen Value 4.281
% of Variance 85.614
Cronbach's alpha 0.957

Participants

The participants in study 2 were 156 undergradsiatgents over the age of 18 at
a large Mid-western university. The students wepeuited from large marketing classes
in exchange for the mug they co-produced and ex&dit. | ensured that participants
from study 1 did not participate in study 2. Al$ioe classes | used for the main

experiment were not used before for any of thegstst

Procedure

The experiment was run two days a week over a thesk period. Participants
registered for the day they would show up andithe.t There were 4 times available
running every half an hour from 3pm — 6pm. Fouwmns were available, one for each
condition. A separate location was given to cotteplee final questionnaire. Conditions

were randomly assigned to rooms throughout the dagigarticipants were randomly
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assigned to one of the four available conditiorth@it appointment time. | chose to
have from 1 to 5 participants at a time so | caddtrol for group effects in the
performance of the task. When there was moreaharperson in the group they were
isolated in work stations where they could noteaeh other’'s work. The work stations
were faced towards the outside (wall or windowjtszy did not see each other.

Upon arrival, subjects were assigned to one ofdberooms. In the rooms, the
participants were seated in their individual cutsgbrovided with a chair, a desk, the
necessary materials to complete the task, a bragndnd a sheet of paper with detailed
instructions of what they had to do. Participamse asked to fill the priming task.

After completing the priming task, subjects comgdea short scale containing the
manipulation check and then moved on to the cuprdéion task (Appendix B).

In order to ensure that they knew what to do, ¥peamenter waited for the
completion of the priming task so everybody stadedorating the mug at the same time.
The reason is that the experimenter read the ictgtns out loud along with the
participants. After reading the instructions, dpants engaged in the mug decoration
task. When the decoration of the mug was compl@@dicipants were instructed to
raise their hand and the experimenter would plaeertug in a brown bag so when they
exited the room nobody could see their mug.

Once they went outside, the greeter in the hallldvprovide the subjects with the

final questionnaire and a location to fill it.

Measures
The manipulation check for creativity was collecgetbr to the main decoration

task. The remaining measures were provided ineatgpnnaire handed to the students
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after they were moved to a separate location (AgpeD). The instrument included
measures for autonomy, task enjoyment, EA, so@sirdbility, willingness to dispose,
and general demographics. Task enjoyment was meghby using a six item, nine-point
scale (Table 21) used by Dahl and Moreau (2007l otAer measures were identical to

those used in study one. In addition, | colleabdervational measures such as body

language, actions toward the mug, and ability t&ertae mug.

TABLE 21
TASK ENJOYMENT SCALE

To a low To a higt

Degree Degree
To what degree did you enjoy the task? 1 2 3 45 6 7 8 9
To what degree did you have fun? 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
To what degree do you consider that the task wisfysag? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
To what degree do you consider that the task wa® fu 1 2 3 45 6 7 8 9
To what degree did you feel frustrated? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1 2 3 45 6 7 8 9

To what degree did you feel annoyed?

Statistics

To test for hypothesis 5 which proposes an interactffect between autonomy
and creativity, | ran a two-way ANOVA with autonorflgw vs. high) and creativity
(low vs. high) as the independent factors and ansated scale for task enjoyment (TE)
as the dependent variable. To test for hypott&disested for process moderated
mediation using task enjoyment and emotional attesctt as mediators. | expect a main
effect of autonomy on WTD. In addition, | expeanain effect of autonomy on both EA
and TE. Further, | expect that creativity will pla moderating role in the potency of

each of the mediators. For instance, | expectiaateon of the effect of EA on WTD and
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an increase of the effect of TE on WTD mediatior ttuthe moderator. | followed the

procedures suggested by Muller, Judd and Yzerl®axp
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CHAPTER V
RESEARCH FINDINGS

This chapter is organized into two sections. Tits $ection describes the
findings from study one and the second sectionriescthe findings for study two.
Each section will consist of four subsections. Titet subsection in each study consists
of a description of the sample characteristicse 3&cond subsection includes an
assessment of the quality of the measures usée istady. The third subsection in each
study presents the results of the manipulationlche€&inally, the last subsection
discusses the hypothesis testing, for instancgtuidly one the direct effects of co-
production and meness on willingness to disposassessed. In addition, the
interaction between meness and co-production on \Afidits paired-comparisons are
tested. Further, the mediation of emotional attaeft is tested. In study two, the last
section explores the manipulation checks, the acteon effect of creativity and
autonomy on task enjoyment, and process mediatimyuask enjoyment and emotional

attachment is examined.

Findings for Study 1
Next, | describe the findings for study 1. | dése the sample, the measures used
in the model, and | test the manipulation chedkisially, | test the hypotheses proposed

in the study.
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Sample Characteristics

Before analyzing the data, | used box plots aattacplots to check the
distributions, for outliers, and missing data. aAsesult, six out of 130 responses were
excluded from the final data set. Respondenttuidlysone were asked to provide
information about their age, nationality, year @hgol, their experience with Build-A-
Bear, and their experience in co-production.

As a reminder, | chose to use only female partidipan this study. All
respondents were above 18 years old with 91.1%glmstween 18-23 years old. Most
respondents (88.7%) reported American citizensfHiipe students in the sample were
sophomores (13.7%), juniors (41.1%), and senid<5f8). More than half (57%) of the
respondents had been to Build-A-Bear before. @$¢hwho had been to Build-A-Bearr,
32.4 % had not made a bear before, 66.2% of thecipants had done from 1-3 teddy
bears, and 1.4% had made from 4-7. In additior%%f the participants had co-
produced at least once in their life. All partams were randomly assigned to one of
four conditions. A descriptive check by conditgimows a consistent distribution of

demographics across conditions.

Measurement Quality Assessment

| assessed the quality of the measures for the omistructs which are emotional
attachment (EA) and willingness to dispose (WTDp-production and meness were
manipulated and the analyses of the manipulatieclchare shown in a separate
subsection before the hypothesis tests. Diffemaatyses were run for EA, which is a

reflective measure, and WTD, which is a formativeasure.
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The EA scale is a reflective measure so it watuated for construct validity
through exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and faternal consistency reliability via
item-to-total correlations and Cronbach’s alphét & principle component factor model
using SPSS 16.0 to capture whether the construst/alad and to check the factor
loadings. The number of factors was determinedrbgloying the criterion of Eigen
value higher than 1. In addition, only factor loegs greater than 0.5 were considered.
Next, internal consistency was tested by a religanalysis in SPSS 16.0 via
Cronbach’s alpha and item-to-total correlationsr{hally and Bernstein 1994). The
criterion of item-to-total correlations higher th&® was used to determine retention of
items in the scale. If an item had an item-tottotarelation lower than .50, the item was
deleted and the exploratory factor analysis as agethe internal consistency analysis
was re-computed. The final items were then safeckenally, the unidimensionality of
the construct was assessed by running a confirsnéotor analysis (CFA) on the
reflective measures using LISREL 8.80 (J6reskog&imtbom 2006). For the formative
measure, the scale index of WTD was constructedalidiated via procedures adapted
from those suggested by Diamantopolous and Winkh@001) which | discuss later in
this section. Next, | present the results forER&\ and reliability analysis for the EA
measure.

Emotional Attachment (EA)The analysis for this construct shows that a one
factor solution was obtained with an Eigen valud.dB2 and 89.64 percent of the
variance explained. All items loaded in one faetth loadings higher than 0.921. The

Cronbach’s alpha was 0.971. The results are showable 22.
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Next, as suggested by Churchill (1979) and GerhimdyAnderson (1988),
unidimensionality and convergent validity were asgeel by means of a confirmatory
factor analysis using LISREL 8.80 (Jéreskog and&dr 2006). To show convergent
validity it is necessary that the results from @f€A show satisfactory model fit and
significant factor loadings. | entered the EA saaith its five items. | examined the
factor loadings, modification indices, and overatidel fit.

The model fit indicators were as follows: Chi-Saqqiaf 52.96 (P=0.00), goodness
of fit index (GFI) = 0.83, adjusted goodness ofridex (AGFI) = 0.49, normed fit index
(NFI) = 0.94, non-normed fit index (NNFI) = 0.9@mparative fit index (CFI) = 0.95.
The results showed modification indices higher th@nvith the highest modification
index being 61.37 between EA04 and EAOQ5 of ThetiiaDe

After attempting corrections in the model, | decide drop EAO03 and run the
analysis again. The results of the CFA without BA®the model show the following fit
statistics: Chi-Square of 22.68 (P=0.00), goodioé$is index (GFI) = 0.92, adjusted
goodness of fit index (AGFI) = 0.59, normed fit @d(NFI) = 0.96, non-normed fit index
(NNFI) = 0.89, comparative fit index (CFIl) = 0.98he second model had a better fit
than the first one. In addition, a chi-squareat#hce test was performed between the
two models. The test shows that there is a sigamtichange in chi-square as a result of
dropping EA03 £°A = 30.28,df = 3, p<.001). Thus, item EA03 was removed from

further analyses.
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TABLE 22
EXPLORATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS AND
RELIABILITY ANALYSIS FOR THE EMOTIONAL ATTACHMENT SCALE

Item-Total
Scale Factor loading Correlation
Emotional Attachment Scale (EA)
EA 01 0.921 0.879
EA 02 0.951 0.923
EA 03 0.957 0.932
EA 04 0.951 0.921
EA 05 0.953 0.924
Eigen Value 4.482
% of Variance 89.640
Cronbach's alpha 0.971

Convergent validity was assessed for the EA sc8lace each item demonstrated
a significant loading on the construct, there islence of convergent validity (Fornell
and Larcker 1981). All the analyses provide evageiinat the scale is valid and reliable.
A summated scale with the four remaining items e@sputed and used in subsequent
analyses.

Willingness to DisposeWillingness to dispose (WTD) was measured byarse
item formative scale. Four items were taken fromk&r (2006) and three additional
items were included to fully cover the domain & ttonstruct as required by a formative
measure (Diamantopolous and Winklhofer 2001). &MA D is a formative measure, it
is inappropriate to perform tests of internal cetesicy and reliability (Bollen and
Lennox 1991). | followed the procedures suggebieBiamantopolous and Winklhofer

(2001) to assess the measurement properties ofdbe scale.
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As suggested by Diamantopolous and Winklhofer (20@4&lidated the index
using a validation measure. The validation procedonsists in linking the index to
other constructs with which it is expected to Iné&did and there is a theoretical or logical
reason why they should be related. In my studgpllected a measure of anticipated
regret. | expect a negative relationship betwetitigpated regret and WTD such that the
more an individual is willing to dispose of an atijehe less the regret they will report.
On the contrary, when a person reports lower vghiess to dispose, they are more likely
to report higher levels of anticipated regret. @hécipated regret scale was analyzed
and purified as follows.

Anticipated Regret (REG)Anticipated regret is the scale that was used to
validate the formative measure of WTD. First, fike items suggested by Massi
Lindsey (2005) were entered in a principle compofector analysis. One item (reverse
coded) was removed due to low factor loading (0)@6® low item-total correlation
(0.045). Scale items are shown in Table 12. Athe other factor loadings exceeded
.839 and had item-total correlations above .66&eéond analysis was run with only
four items. This resulted in a one factor solutigth an Eigen value of 2.978 and

Cronbach’s alpha of 0.885 as shown in Table 23.
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TABLE 23
EXPLORATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS AND
RELIABILITY ANALYSIS FOR THE ANTICIPATED REGRET SCAE

Item-Total
Scale Factor loading Correlation
Anticipated Regrate Scale (REG)
REG 01 0.838 0.714
REG 02 0.879 0.775
REG 04 0.869 0.760
REG 05 0.864 0.752
Eigen Value 2.978
% of Variance 74.440
Cronbach's alpha 0.885

Next, | made a summated scale from the remairangitems in the scale and |
correlated the seven items of WTD to the summatates Only WTDOL1 is negatively
related at a significant level of 0.01 (-.379).isTis an indication that WTDO1 may be the
one item solution for the index.

Before taking WTDOL1 as the only predictor, | rahey analyses to check for the
appropriateness of the item. The reason to danhéy/ses is that in terms of index
construction, it is of utmost importance to cover breadth of the domain (Nunnally and
Bernstein 1994). Thus, excluding all the otheralges in a formative measure would
exclude part of the construct itself.

| ran a multivariate analysis of variance with Wit@ms as dependent variables
and meness and co-production as independent vesiabchecked for the pattern of the
relationship between the DV’s and the IV’s by laukiat the interaction effect graphs.

There was a consistent pattern for the relatiorsséyzept for WTDOL1.
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| faced the trade-off of choosing a single indicats the DV for the study or
choosing a six-item index that would cover moré¢hef breadth of the construct. | chose
to use the six item index for the hypotheses tgstirtook an average as the index
instead of calculating the index based on weigbttd coefficients since the items were

not significant predictors of the criterion validat variable.

Manipulation Checks

Before doing the hypothesis tests, | analyzecdetfextiveness of the
manipulations for meness and co-production. | usednanipulation check scales that
were selected from the pretests. One hundredvesty-four cases were used in the
analyses.

Meness Manipulation Check tested the effectiveness of the meness
manipulation using sixty-three participants in kb meness condition and sixty-one in
the high meness condition.

For checking the success of the meness manipuldtran a two-way ANOVA
using the summated scale of meness as the deperaiaiie, and meness (low, high)
and co-production (low, high) as the independectfs. | also checked for the
interaction effect of meness and co-productione firfeness items showed good scale
properties as shown in Table 24.

Results indicate that participants in the low meredition reported a level of
meness (M = 3.122) that is significantly lower (B.874,df = 1,123, p = .003) than the
level of meness reported by the participants irhigh meness condition (M = 4.095).

Further, the effects of co-production (F = 1.84% 1,123, p =.177) and the interaction
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between meness and co-production (F = .10%,1,123, p = .751) on the summated
scale of meness were not significant. Thus, theipodation of meness was successful.
TABLE 24

EXPLORATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS AND
RELIABILITY ANALYSIS FOR THE MENESS SCALE

Item-Total
Scale Factor loading Correlation
Meness Scale (ME)
ME 01 0.944 0.899
ME 02 0.973 0.951
ME 03 0.923 0.867
ME 04 0.967 0.940
Eigen Value 3.627
% of Variance 90.670
Cronbach's alpha 0.965

Co-production Manipulation Checkn order to test for the success of the co-
production manipulation | used data from sixty-thparticipants in the high co-
production condition and sixty-one in the low caguction condition.

The success of the co-production manipulation v8aessed by doing a two-way
ANOVA using the co-production summated scale usdtie pretests as the dependent
variable and co-production (low, high) and menéss,(high) as the independent
variables. The properties of the co-productionesagere satisfactory as shown in Table

25.
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TABLE 25
EXPLORATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS AND
RELIABILITY ANALYSIS FOR THE CO-PRODUCTION SCALE

Item-Total
Scale Factor loading Correlation
Co-production Scale (COP)
copo1 0.896 0.774
COP 02 0.953 0.887
CoP 03 0.915 0.810
Eigen Value 2.548
% of Variance 84.944
Cronbach's alpha 0.911

The results show that participants in the low codpiction condition reported a
level of co-production (M = 2.285) significantiyier (F = 74.168df = 1,123, p < .001)
than the participants in the high co-productionditon (M = 4.909). There was not a
significant difference across meness conditionthersummated co-production scale (F
=.061,df = 1,123, p = .805). The interaction between amdpction and meness on the
summated co-production scale was not significant (#46,df = 1,123, p =.621). Thus,
the manipulation of co-production was successful.

The results of the manipulation check tests shawlbth manipulations (meness

and co-production) were successful and now | coetiio the hypothesis testing.

Hypothesis Testing

Following the previous analyses, the items compgisach construct were
selected. Missing data was replaced by inputtiegmean response values of a

construct. For the reflective scale of Emotiontte8hment (EA), | created a summated
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scale. For Willingness to Dispose (WTD) | cread@daveraged index from six items.
These constructs were used to test the hypotheses.

For the tests of hypotheses 1, 2 and 3, | ran aneywpAnalysis of Variance
(ANOVA) using SPSS with meness with two levels (lesv high) and co-production
with two levels (low vs. high) as independent fastand the index of WTD as the
dependent variable. One hundred and twenty-foalblaesobservations were used.
Participants were randomly assigned to four coonéti high meness and high co-
production (30), high meness and low co-productit), low meness and high co-
production (31), and low meness and low co-produactBd2).

| ran three different analyses. | ran tests usiiegsix-item index of WTD. Then |
re-ran the tests using the single item indicatof PV1) as the dependent variable.
Finally, | analyzed the data using an equally wedhmeasure of all the items of WTD.

Six-item WTD as DVHypothesis 1 suggested that when co-productitigts,
there will be a significantly lower willingness diispose (WTD) of the object compared
to when co-production is low. Examining the mdfifeet of co-production on WTD it
shows that participants in the high co-productiondition reported a mean WTD of
4.189 compared to a mean WTD of 3.738 reportedhéyaw co-production group. The
difference is not significant at= .05, but significant ai =.10 (F = 2.829f = 1,23,
p=.095). However, the results are reversed fraysdlproposed by the hypothesis;
individuals reported a lower willingness to dispas¢he low vs. high co-production
group.

Hypothesis 2 proposed that the willingness to dispaf the object is lower when

meness is high compared to low. To test this hyggighl analyzed the main effect of
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meness in the ANOVA model. The results show thaitd is not a significant difference
(F=.216df=1, 123, p =. 643) between the level of WTD régain the low meness
condition (M = 4.026) compared to the high menesxltion (M = 3.901). This result
does not provide support for hypothesis two.

Hypotheses 3 argued an interaction effect betwssmess and co-production in
determining WTD. The ANOVA results show that théeraction term was not
significant at thex = .05 level but significant at the= .10 providing partial evidence of
an interaction effect (F = 7.018{ = 1, 123, p =.078). There is partial supportrof a
interaction effect, however, the relationshipsraseas predicted, see Figure 11. More
detail is provided in subsequent analyses.

FIGURE 11

PARTIAL INTERACTION EFFECT BETWEEN MENESS
AND CO-PRODUCTION ON WTD
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Further analysis was conducted si@riori planned comparisons (Winer et al.
1991; Tybout and Sternthal 2001) to test hypoth8aesnd 3b. | used planned
comparisons because there is a possibility thaictural interaction effect may be hidden
in a non-significant overall F-test (Tybout andrStkal 2001).

Hypothesis 3a suggested that when co-productibigig the willingness to
dispose of the object will be lower when menedsgh compared to low. The results
from the pairwise comparisons show that when calpection is high and meness is high,
participants reported an average level of WTD 889.compared to 4.489 reported by
the high co-production, low meness condition. d@Hkerence is not significant (p =
119).

Hypothesis 3b proposed that when meness is highyillingness to dispose of
the object will be significantly lower in the higlo-production condition than in the low
co-production condition. Examining the pairwisengarions, the results show that
participants in the high meness high co-produatimmdition reported an average level of
WTD of 3.889 versus 3.914 reported by the high mem@wv co-production group. The
difference is not significant (p = .948), thus sapporting H3b.

Finally, hypothesis 4 suggested that emotionathttent (EA) accounts for the
effect of the predictors on the criterion, thatdg, fully mediates the relationship
between meness, co-production, and willingnesssjpode. A series of requirements
should be met in order to test for these relatigpsshAccording to Baron and Kenny
(1986), there should be an effect of the independamable on the dependent variable.
The main effects of neither meness nor co-prodoaio WTD were significant.

However, Kenny et al. (1998) argued that the coonlivf a preexisting significant
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relationship between the independent variable hadiependent variable is not necessary
to substantiate a mediation effect. Variationhia independent variable, howevenst
significantly account for variation in the mediatdrariation in the mediatanust
significantly account for variation in the depentieariable.

I ran an ANOVA with EA as the dependent variabld areness and co-
production as the dependent variables to testdoation of the independent variables on
the mediator. The results show that the main effetmeness (F = .878f= 1,123, p =
.352), co-production (F = .3468f = 1,123, p = .557), or its interaction (F = .5885
1,123, p = .458) are not significant predictor&éf. This violates the requirements for
tests for mediation. In addition EA is not sigo#ntly correlated to WTD.

Even violating the requirements for mediation stéel process mediation using an
analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) adding for the suated scale of emotional
attachment as a covariate. When emotional attactis:ieontrolled for, it is not
significant (F = .303df = 1,123, p = .583), but the interaction effect\®n meness and
co-production strengthens (F = 3.2887= 1,123, p = .074). This result may suggest that
EA is a covariate. Thus, EA is not found to beedmtor and H4 is not supported.

WTDO1 as DV | also tested the hypotheses using WTDO1 adependent
variable. The item was “How likely are you to thwthe pillow away?” The analyses
used where similar to those in the previous section

Hypothesis 1 suggested that when co-productioigts, there will be a
significantly lower willingness to dispose of thieject compared to when co-production
is low. Examining the main effect of co-productiom WTDOL1 it shows that participants

in the high co-production condition reported a m@arD of 4.012 compared to a mean
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WTD of 3.477 reported by the low co-production grou he difference is not
statistically significant (F = 1.278f = 1,23, p =.262). Thus, H1 is not supported.

Hypothesis 2 proposed that the willingness to dispaf the object is lower when
the extent of meness is high compared to low. $bthes hypothesis | analyzed the main
effect of meness in an ANOVA model. The resulisvslthat there is not a significant
difference (F = .103]f = 1, 123, p =.748) between the level of WTDO1 regmbby the
low meness condition (M = 3.670) and the high memesdition (M = 3.825). This
result does not provide support for hypothesis two.

Hypotheses 3 argued an interaction effect betwssmess and co-production in
determining WTDO1. The ANOVA results show that thieraction term was not
significant (F = .025df = 1, 123, p =.875).

Further analysis was conducted si@riori planned comparisons (Winer et al.
1991; Tybout and Sternthal 2001) to test hypoth8aeand 3b. Hypothesis 3a suggested
that when co-production is high, the willingnessltgpose of the object will be lower
when meness is high compared to low. The resuts the pairwise comparisons show
that when co-production is high and meness is Ipghjcipants reported an average
level of WTDO1 of 4.133 compared to 3.903 repotigdhe high co-production, low
meness condition. The difference is not signifiqan= .737).

Hypothesis 3b proposed that when meness is highyillingness to dispose of
the object will be significantly lower in the higlo-production condition than in the low
co-production condition. Examining the pairwisengarisons, the results show that

participants in the high meness high co-productimmdition reported an average level of
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WTD of 4.133 versus 3.516 reported by the high mem@wv co-production group. The
difference is not significant (p = .369), thus sapporting H3b.

Finally hypothesis 4 suggested that emotional lattent (EA) accounts for the
effect of the predictors on the criterion, thatig, fully mediates the relationship
between meness and co-production and willingnedssfinse. A series of requirements
should be met in order to test for these relatigpsshAccording to Baron and Kenny
(1986), there should be an effect of the indepenhdatiable on the dependent variable.
The main effects of neither meness nor co-prodoaimWTDO1 were significant.
However, Kenny et al. (1998) argued that the coonlivf a preexisting significant
relationship between the independent variable hadiépendent variable is not necessary
to substantiate a mediation effect. Variatiorhi@ independent variable, howeveryst
significantly account for variation in the mediatdrariation in the mediatanust
significantly account for variation in the depentieariable.

From the first analysis section | know that neithmeaness nor co-production is
related to EA. However, | tested if EA is signé#itly correlated to WTDO1. This time
the results show that EA is negatively correlateMTDOL (r = -.365) and it is
significant at thex = .01 level.

Even violating the requirements for mediation stéel process mediation using an
analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) adding for the suated scale of emotional
attachment as a covariate. When emotional attactimeontrolled for, EA is significant
(F =19.934df= 1,123, p = .000), but the interaction effectlestn meness and co-
production is not significant (F = .228f= 1,123, p = .638). Also the main effects of

meness (F = .524if = 1,123, p = .471) and co-production (F = 2.1df%; 1,123, p =
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.149) on WTDO1 are not significant. Thus, the gsiglon WTDO1 as a single dependent
variable also shows that EA is not found to be diater and H4 is not supported.

All Items of WTD as DVFinally, | ran the analysis with an equally wigd
index of willingness to dispose (WTDALL). Hypothed suggested that when co-
production is high, there will be a significantwer willingness to dispose (WTDALL)
of the object compared to when co-production is. I@&xamining the main effect of co-
production on WTDALL it shows that participantstire high co-production condition
reported a mean WTDALL of 4.165 compared to a M&aMALL of 3.701 reported by
the low co-production group. The difference is sighificant at .05, but significant at
.10 (F =3.388¢f = 1,23, p =.068). However, the results showansed result from
that proposed by the hypothesis so that individiggderted a lower willingness to
dispose in the low vs. high co-production group.

Hypothesis 2 proposed that the willingness to dispaf the object is lower when
the extent of meness is high compared to low. e€Bothis hypothesis | analyzed the main
effect of meness in the ANOVA model. The resufisvg that there is not a significant
difference (F = .113jf = 1, 123, p = .738) between the level of WTDALIpoeted by
the low meness condition (M = 3.975) and the higimess condition (M = 3.890). This
result does not provide support for hypothesis two.

Hypotheses 3 argued an interaction effect betwssmess and co-production in
determining WTDALL. The ANOVA results show thattinteraction term was not
significant (F = 2.484df =1, 123, p =.118).

Further analysis was conducted siariori planned comparisons (Winer et al.

1991; Tybout and Sternthal 2001) to test hypoth8aesnd 3b
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Hypothesis 3a suggested that when co-productibigis the willingness to
dispose of the object will be lower when menedsgh compared to low. The results
from the pairwise comparisons show that when calpection is high and meness is high,
participants reported an average level of WTDALL3#&24 compared to 4.406 reported
by the high co-production, low meness conditiome @ifference is not significant (p =
.182).

Hypothesis 3b proposed that when meness is highyillingness to dispose of
the object will be significantly lower in the higlo-production condition than in the low
co-production condition. Examining the pairwisengarisons, the results show that
participants in the high meness high co-produatimmdition reported an average level of
WTDALL of 3.924 versus 3.857 reported by the highnass low co-production group.
The difference is not significant (p = .853), tmeg supporting H3b.

Pairwise comparisons show, however, that thereanasteraction effect between
co-production and meness only for the low meneadition. That is, individuals in the
low meness condition and low co-production repoaedean WTDALL of 3.545
compared to 4.406 from the low meness high co-proolu group. This difference is
significant (F = 5.932df = 1,120, p = .016). This finding suggests thahvitials in the
low meness condition were more willing to dispokéhe object when they engaged in
hands-on patrticipation (see Figure 12). | will @axgd more on this issue in the discussion
section.

Finally hypothesis 4 suggested that emotional lattesnt (EA) accounts for the
effect of the predictors on the criterion, thatdg, fully mediates the relationship

between meness and co-production and willingnedssfinse. A series of requirements
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should be met in order to test for these relatiggsshAccording to Baron and Kenny
(1986), there should be an effect of the independamable on the dependent variable.
The main effects of neither meness nor co-prodoaio WTDALL were significant.
However, Kenny et al. (1998) argued that the coonlivf a preexisting significant
relationship between the independent variable bediependent variable is not necessary
to substantiate a mediation effect. Variationhia independent variable, howevenst
significantly account for variation in the mediatdrariation in the mediatanust
significantly account for variation in the depentieariable.

FIGURE 12

INTERACTION EFFECT BETWEEN MENESS
AND CO-PRODUCTION ON WTDALL
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I know from previous analysis that neither menessco-production is related to
EA. In addition, EA was not significantly corredatto WTD.

Even violating the requirements for mediation stéel process mediation using an
analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) adding for the suated scale of emotional
attachment as a covariate. When emotional attachimeontrolled for as a covariate, it
is not significant (F = .39Mf= 1,123, p = .533). Thus, EA is not found to baediator
and H4 is not supported. Further discussion vélpbovided in the next chapter for the

possible causes of these disturbing results.

Findings for Study 2
| organize the presentation of the findings of gtddn four subsections. The first
subsection talks about the sample characterisilibge. second subsection includes an
assessment of the measures used in the modelhiftheubsection presents an analysis

of the manipulation checks. Finally, | test th@btheses proposed in the study.

Sample Characteristics

Before analyzing the data, | used box plots aadtecplots to check the
distributions, for outliers, and missing data. Mwadred and thirty-nine out of one
hundred and fifty-six cases were held for furtheailgsis. There were 35 participants in
the high creativity and high autonomy condition,i84he high creativity and low
autonomy condition, 34 in the low creativity andgihautonomy condition, and 36
participants in the low creativity and low autonoopndition. Respondents in study 2
were asked to report their gender, age, nationalsr in school, their experience with

Build-A-Bear, and their experience with co-prodaaoti
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All the respondents were above 18 years of age 9¥t2% being between 19-23
years old. Female participants accounted for 4388056.1% were males. Most of the
respondents (95%) claimed to be American. Theoredgnts were freshmen (18%),
sophomores (36.7%), and seniors (44.6%). Onlyresigondent identified as a graduate
student. Less than half of the respondents (44<8d)that they had been to Build-A-
Bear before. From those who had been to the tbddy co-production store, 53% had
made at least one teddy bear for themselves. ditiawl, 91.4% of the participants had
had some experience with co-production before. réepondents were randomly
assigned to conditions and a descriptive check shibat the respondents prove similar

characteristics across conditions.

Measurement Quality Assessment

The key measures for study 2 were emotional attect (EA), task enjoyment
(TE) and willingness to dispose (WTD). Creativalyd autonomy were manipulated and
the measures of the manipulation checks are eealuatthe manipulation check section
before the hypotheses tests. Emotional attacharehtask enjoyment were measured as
reflective scales and WTD was evaluated as a favenatale. The procedures used to
assess the validity and the reliability of theeefive scales was the same procedure used
in study 1. For the formative measure, recommeipdededures by Diamantopolous and
Winklhofer (2001) were followed. Next | presengttesults for the exploratory factor
analysis (EFA) and reliability analyses of the eefive scales.

Emotional Attachmer(EA). The results from the EFA show a one fastution

with an Eigen value of 4.520 and 90.407 percehefvariance explained. All items
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loaded in one factor with all the item loadingshegthan 0.908. The Cronbach’s alpha
was 0.973. The results are shown in Table 26.
TABLE 26

EXPLORATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS AND
RELIABILITY ANALYSIS FOR THE EA SCALE STUDY 2

Item-Total
Scale Factor loading Correlation
Emotional Attachment Scale (EA)
EA 01 0.909 0.861
EA 02 0.968 0.950
EA 03 0.965 0.944
EA 04 0.954 0.925
EA 05 0.957 0.931
Eigen Value 4.520
% of Variance 90.407
Cronbach's alpha 0.973

Next, following the same procedure as in studycbrdirmatory factor analysis
was run for the EA scale. The model fit indicateese as follows: Chi-Square of 38.98
(P=0.00), 5 degrees of freedom, goodness of fixn@&FI) = 0.90, adjusted goodness of
fit index (AGFI) = 0.70, normed fit index (NFI) =96, non-normed fit index (NNFI) =
0.94, comparative fit index (CFI) = 0.97. The flesshowed modification indexes
higher than 10 with the highest being 24.74 betwie&64 and EAOQ5 of Theta Delta.
After attempting corrections in the model and cstesit with study 1, item EAO03 was
excluded from the model. A model with 4 indicatesas run and compared to the first
model using a chi square difference test. Thetestithe CFA without EA03 in the

model show the following fit statistics: Chi-Squafe24.78 (P=0.00), goodness of fit
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index (GFI) = .91, adjusted goodness of fit ind&&Fl) = 0.57, normed fit index (NFI)
= .96, non-normed fit index (NNFI) = .89, compavatfit index (CFI) = .96. The second
model had a better fit than the first one and thesee not modification indexes higher
than 10. In addition, a chi-square difference tesd performed between the two models.
The test shows that there is a significant changshi-square as a result of dropping
EAO05 (°A = 14.2,df = 3, p<.005). Thus, item EA03 was removed fronthfer analyses.
A summated scale was formed with the remaining itemns for subsequent analyses.

Task EnjoymenfTE). Task enjoyment was measured by using #esix, nine-
point scale (Table 21) used by Dahl and Moreau{200he EFA results show a two
factor solution as shown in Table 27. Eigen valuere 4.258 and 1.285 respectively.
Eigen values higher than 1 were taken to choosauh®er of factors. TEO5 and TEOG,
which were reversed coded, are problematic witfedhtly signed loadings on the
second factor and a high of .686 loading in th&t fiactor.

TABLE 27

EXPLORATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS AND
RELIABILITY ANALYSIS FOR THE TE SCALE

Item-Total
Scale Factor loadings Correlation
Task Enjoyment Scale (TE) Factor 1 Factor 2
TEO1 0.931 -0.235 0.852
TE 02 0.934 -0.244 0.855
TEO3 0.927 -0.215 0.849
TE 04 0.940 -0.259 0.861
TE 05 0.554 0.786 0.492
TE 06 0.686 0.662 0.632
Eigen Value 4.258 1.285
% of Variance 70.965  92.389
Cronbach's alpha 0.911
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| looked at the item-to-total correlations forther scale purification. | deleted
TEO5 from the scale since it had an item-to-totatelation lower than .50 and re-ran the
analysis. TEO6 then showed to have an item-td-totaelation lower than .50 so it was
also excluded from the scale. Finally, the foeamtsolution was adequate. The results
are shown in Table 28. As the table shows, therEiglue was 3.709 with 92.736 of the
variance explained. Cronbach’s alpha was 0.974alridctor loadings were higher than
0.950. Thus I created a four item summated scalade in further analyses.
TABLE 28

EXPLORATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS AND RELIABILITY
ANALYSIS FOR THE TE SCALE (4 ITEMS)

ltem-Total
Scale Factor loading Correlation
Task Enjoyment Scale (TE)
TE 01 0.960 0.929
TE 02 0.966 0.938
TE 03 0.951 0.914
TE 04 0.975 0.954
Eigen Value 3.709
% of Variance 92.736
Cronbach's alpha 0.974

Willingness to DisposeAs in study 1, willingness to dispose (WTD) was
measured by a seven item formative scale. Fouonsitgere taken from Walker (2006)
and three additional items were included to fubbyer the domain of the construct as
required by a formative measure (Diamantopolous\@imklhofer 2001). Since WTD is
a formative measure, it is inappropriate to perfeests of internal consistency and

reliability (Bollen and Lennox 1991). | followetié procedures suggested by
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Diamantopolous and Winklhofer (2001) to assessrteasurement properties of the
index scale.

The validation of the measure consists of linkimg index to other constructs
with which it is expected to be linked and thera iheoretical or logical reason why they
should be related. In my study I collected a measn anticipated regret. As | noted
before, | expect a negative relationship betweditipated regret and WTD. The
anticipated regret scale was analyzed and purégefbllows.

Anticipated Regret (REG)Anticipated regret (REG) is the scale that was used
validate the formative measure of WTD. First, fire items suggested by Massi
Lindsey (2005) were entered in a principle compofactor analysis. One item (reverse
coded) was removed because it showed a low fazdoliig (0.157) and low item-total
correlation (0.07). All other factor loadings egded .845 and had item-total
correlations above .683. A second analysis waswtimonly four items. EFA of the
remaining items resulted in a one factor solutioth\an Eigen value of 3.118 and

Cronbach’s alpha of 0.903 as shown in Table 29.
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TABLE 29
EXPLORATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS AND RELIABILITY
ANALYSIS FOR REG SCALE STUDY 2

Item-Total
Scale Factor loading Correlation
Anticipated Regrate Scale (REG)
REG 01 0.845 0.741
REG 02 0.909 0.837
REG 04 0.870 0.754
REG 05 0.905 0.815
Eigen Value 3.118
% of Variance 77.944
Cronbach's alpha 0.903

Next, | made a summated scale from the remairangitems in the scale and |
correlated the seven items of WTD to the summateticidated Regret scale. WTDO1,
WTDO04 and WTO06 were negatively related. WTDO1 haignificant correlation of
-.286 at the .01 level. WTDO04 had a significantrelation of -.177 at the .05 level, and
WTDO06 had a significant correlation of -.194 at 168 level. Next | ran a linear
regression analysis with the summated scale of REtBe dependent variable and the
three significant items as the predictors. OnlyDUI and WTDOG6 were significant
predictors. Then, a final regression equation witty WTDO1 and WTDO06 was run in
order to obtain the standardized coefficients. Jtaadardized coefficients were -.278
for WTDOL1 ¢ = -3.455, p =.001), and -.183 for WTDQ6=(-.265, p = .025). For
easiness of interpretation, the standardized lwetHiicients were multiplied by -1 in

order to obtain positive numbers. Thus, the inideXVTD was constructed as follows:
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WTD = .278*WTDO01 + .265*WTDO06. However, similar tbe analysis of study 1, |

also test the hypotheses using an overall measwuvéliogness to dispose (WTDALL).

Manipulation Checks

Before doing the hypothesis tests, | analyzed tieeteveness of the
manipulations for creativity and autonomy. | usieel manipulation check scales that
were selected from the pretests. One hundredharg-hine cases were used with 70
participants in the low creativity condition and i6&he high creativity condition, 70 in
the high autonomy condition and 69 in the low aatag condition.

In order to check the success of the creativityimdation, | used a summated
scale of the perceived creativity scale. The peeckcreativity items showed good scale
properties as shown in Table 30. The scale it@addd on one factor in an exploratory
factor analysis with the minimum loading of .918dahowed a reliability of .940.

I ran a two-way ANOVA using the summated scaleatpived creativity as the
dependent variable and creativity (low, high) antbaomy (low, high) as the

independent variables.
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TABLE 30
EXPLORATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS AND RELIABILITY
ANALYSIS FOR PERCEIVED CREATIVITY SCALE

Item-Total
Scale Factor loadings Correlation
Perceived Creativity Scale (PC) Factor 1
PC 01 0.959 0.901
PC 02 0.966 0.916
PC 03 0.913 0.814
Eigen Value 2.686
% of Variance 89.535
Cronbach's alpha 0.940

The ANOVA results shows that the manipulation wascessful. Individuals in
the low creativity conditions reported a lower @aved creativity (M = 1.996) than the
individuals in the high creativity condition (M =¥87). This difference is statistically
significant (F = 90.667df = 1,138, p <.001). There is not a significaneetfof
autonomy on the perceived creativity scale (F 3,d8= 1,138, p = .512). Also, there is
not a significant interaction effect between cnagtiand autonomy on perceived
creativity (F = .205¢df= 1,138, p = .652).

In addition, | asked a seven point single itemstjoa “I feel that | could do
creative work right now.” | used the results aktiblem as a DV and compared it across
creativity and autonomy conditions. Individualgte low creativity conditions reported
a lower score on this item (M = 3.708) than thevitials in the high creativity
condition (M = 4.506). This difference is statstiy significant (F = 7.606Jf = 1,138,

p <. 01). Neither the effect of autonomy (F = .3®2= 1,138, p = .554) nor the
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interaction effect between autonomy and creatiwig significant (F = 1.08&lf = 1,138,
p =.299). Thus, | conclude that the creativitynipalation was successful.

Next, | checked for the effectiveness of the aotoy manipulation. The
autonomy manipulation check was assessed usingpthected five-item 9-point
autonomy scale used in the pretest.

The corrected autonomy scale items showed godd poaperties. They loaded
in one factor EFA with the lowest factor loadingrnge.925. In addition, the scale has a
Cronbach’s alpha of .974 as shown in Table 31.

TABLE 31

EXPLORATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS AND RELIABILITY
ANALYSIS FOR CORRECTED AUTONOMY SCALE (S2)

Item-Total
Scale Factor loadings Correlation
Corrected Autonomy Scale (CAUTO)
CAUTO 01 0.925 0.885
CAUTO 02 0.973 0.957
CAUTO 03 0.965 0.945
CAUTO 04 0.963 0.940
CAUTO 05 0.939 0.903
Eigen Value 4.543
% of Variance 90.856
Cronbach's alpha 0.974

| summated the five item scale and used it agparm#ent variable in a two-way
ANOVA across autonomy and creativity conditionieTesults show that the
individuals in the low autonomy condition reportdaverage a lower level of autonomy

(M = 2.409) than their counterparts in the highoaoimy condition (M = 7.056). This
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difference is statistically significant (F = 240239f= 1,138, p <.001). Neither the
effect of creativity (F =.14QJf= 1,138, p = .708) nor the effect of the interactdfect
between autonomy and creativity (F = 1.08f/~ 1,138, p = .310) was a significant
predictor of the summated autonomy scale. Thisntlanipulation was successful.
In sum, the manipulations of creativity and autogamere successful. Next, |

present the results of the hypothesis tests.

Hypothesis Testing

This section tests hypotheses 5 and 6 of thigdaetson. | test hypothesis 5 using
a moderation analysis with a two-way ANOVA. Fopbyhesis 6 | test it using
moderated mediation. The measures used in tharesirawn from the previous
analyses and include measures of emotional attaghtask enjoyment, and willingness
to dispose. Creativity and autonomy were manigdlaiariables. Emotional attachment
was measured with a summated scale resulting foomitems. Task enjoyment was
measured with a four-item summated scale. Willeggnto dispose is represented with a
two-item weighted index. Next | discuss the hypesih tests in detail.

Hypothesis 5 states that there is an interactif@etesuch that task enjoyment will
be significantly higher when the participant isaihigh creativity state and is granted
autonomy. To test this hypothesis, | ran a twdefiaanalysis of variance with autonomy
and creativity as independent categorical factondsthe summated task enjoyment scale
as the dependent variable. The results showhbahteraction effect between creativity
and autonomy on TE is not significant (F = 1.6335 3,135, p >.202) as shown in

Figure 13. This result does not provide suppartigothesis 5. Then, | looked at the
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main effects of creativity and autonomy on taslogmjent. Only autonomy showed a
significant main effect (F = 271.196f = 3,135, p < .001).

In addition | ran pairwise comparisons across domas. The results show that
there is not a significant difference on task ement between low creativity (M = 6.125)
and high creativity (M = 5.843) conditions whentgipants were granted high
autonomy (F = .403Jf = 1,135, p = .526). Also, there is not a sigmifitdifference on
task enjoyment between low creativity (M = 2.9344 &igh creativity (M = 3.449)
conditions when participants were granted high matoy (F = 1.378¢f= 1,135, p =
.242). Further, the results show that task enjoym@s higher when autonomy was high
rather than low for both, low creativity (F = 5248f = 1,135, p < .001) and high
creativity (F = 29.050df = 1,135, p< .001) conditions.

Thus, task enjoyment was higher when autonomy wasted regardless of the

creativity state. This result does not support H5.
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FIGURE 13
INTERACTION EFFECT BETWEEN AUTONOMY AND
CREATIVITY ON TASK ENJOYMENT
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Next, hypothesis 6 suggests that task enjoymatiter than EA, will be the
process mediator between creativity, autonomy vatithgness to dispose of the object.
In order to test this hypothesis | followed theqadure suggested by Muller et al. (2005)
for moderated mediation. A series of regressiaraggns are formulated in order to
assess the impact of the moderator, in this casatigity, on the mediation process.

Two different procedures are run. One tests faste@mal attachment as a mediator, and
the second tests for task enjoyment as the mediapect that creativity and

autonomy will impact the level of task enjoymeiitien, | expect that as TE increases,
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TE will mediate the effect between autonomy and Waither than EA. However, as TE
decreases, | expect EA to mediate the effect arehy on WTD. | will test for EA as a
mediator, then TE as the mediator and conclude th@éhnterpretation of the results.
Emotional Attachment (EA) as the Mediatdfirst, | test mediation with EA as
the mediator. EA is measured as a summated cantinscale. As suggested by Muller
et al. (2005), EA and WTD are mean centered. thtad, autonomy and creativity are
contrast-coded. Also, creativity was measuredreedatonomy and both variables are
theoretically uncorrelated. Further, subjects warglomly assigned to autonomy
conditions. A series of regressions were calcdlateorder to test the equations shown in
Figure 14.

FIGURE 14
MODERATED MEDIATION OF EA
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First, | estimated the following equation 1.
Y = Bao + ParX + BaoMO + B43XMoO + g4,
where Y is willingness to dispose, X is autonomy il creativity, and XMo is the
interaction term among the two. Muller et al. (3P8uggest that for this first equation,
there should be an overall main effect of the tneait 84;) and the magnitude of this
effect should not depend on the modergtes=0). The results for this equation show
that there is not a main direct effect of the aatop on WTD (t =-1.610, p =.110), and
there is not a significant overall moderation efffgfccreativity (t = -1.406, p = .162).
Although the main treatment effect is not sigrfi¢ there is a possibility that
Emotional Attachment is still a mediator betweetoaomy and WTD. Kenny, Kashy
and Bolger (1998) suggest that the presence dfeaement effect on the main dependent
variable is not required to establish mediatiorwéeer, there should be a link to the
mediator and the mediator should be linked to #q@eddent variable. These
requirements are tested in the following equations.
Equation 2 allows the treatment effect on the ntedi® be moderated:
Me = Bsp + Ps1X + Bs2MO + BsaXMo + €5
In equation 3 both the mediator’s partial effectio@ outcome and the residual effect of
the treatment on the outcome, controlling for trediator, are allowed to be moderated:
Y = Beo + Ps1X + Ps2MO + BszXMoO + BesMe + BesMeMo + &g
Next, to demonstrate that EA is a mediator somelitions should be met. There
should be an effect of autonomy on EA and EA sheigddificantly account for variation
on WTD. That means thfig; # 0 and in additiofss4# O either. | ran equations 2 and 3

using linear regression and | found that therensaa effect of autonomy on emotional
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attachment (EA)fs1 = .389,t = 4.915, p < .001) indicating thgg; # 0. In addition, | ran
equation 3 and found that there is a significagiatiee main effect of EA on WTDB§,=
-.363,t =-4.177, p < .001), sds4# 0. Both mediating conditions are met. These
findings support the case that EA is a mediatowbeh autonomy and WTD. That is, as
autonomy increases so does EA. However, as E&ases, the level of WTD decreases.

Now that EA is a mediator, the next step is tockHfer the moderating role of
creativity on the mediation model. That is, | wemtest if creativity enhances the impact
of the mediation on WTD. This analysis is calleddarated mediation (Mullet et al.
2005). To demonstrate moderated mediation in @ns® and 3, either (or both) of two
patterns should exist: bofla; andpe, are significant or botfs; andes are significant.

Since | already know thfit, andps; are significant, | check for the significance
of Bsz and/orBgs. The moderated mediation results show faats not significantly
different from zerof{ss= .020, t = .251, p =.802). In additigiss was also not
significantly different from zeropgs= .107,t = 1.236, p = .219). The only effect is the
marginal significance of the moderation effect dativity on autonomy when emotional
attachment is controlled fopdz= -.153 t = -1.770, p = .079). The significancefat is
an expected but not required consequence of medenagdiation (Muller et al. 2005).
Thus, there is not an effect of creativity on E@verall, these results show that EA is a
mediator between autonomy and WTD.

Task Enjoyment (TE) as the Mediatddow | test moderated mediation with TE
as the mediator. TE is measured as a summateithgous scale. As suggested by
Muller et al. 2005, TE and WTD are mean centeredaddition, autonomy (X) and

creativity (Moderator) are contrast-coded. Als@ativity was measured before
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autonomy and both variables are theoretically urtated and subjects were randomly
assigned to autonomy conditions. A series of &agguas were calculated in order to test
the moderated mediation equations shown in Figbre 1

FIGURE 15
MODERATED MEDIATION OF TE
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| followed the same procedure as in the previooi@e The equations
calculated were:
1) Y =B70 + P72X + B72Mo0 + f73XMo + &7
2) Me = Bgo + Bg1X + Bg2MO + BgzsXMoO + &5
3)Y =Bgo + PorX + BooaMO + gzXMo + BogMe + BosMeMo + g9
First, | tested for the mediation properties oktasjoyment. | know from the

previous analysis that there is not a treatmeetcefif autonomy on WTD, however as |
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explained earlier, in order to establish mediatlmre should be an effect of autonomy
on TE and an effect of TE on WTD. Thatfg; should be significant anghs should also
be significant. The results show that there igfé@ct of autonomy on task enjoyment
(Ps1= .606,t = 8.927, p <.001). Also, there is a negativégyiicant main effect of task
enjoyment on WTDfgs = -.325,t = -3.121, p = .002). These results show thatsT& i
mediator of the effect of autonomy on WTD.

Next | test for the moderation of creativity on thediation paths. Since |
already know thas; andpgs are significant, | check for the significancefef and/or
Bos. The moderated mediation results show Baats not significantly different from
zero Bg3= -.087, t = -1.278, p =.203). In additidis was not significantfos= .047,t =
456, p =.649). The only effect is the margingh#gicance of the moderation effect of
creativity on autonomy when task enjoyment is aaletd for (393=-.176 t=-1.683, p =
.095). The significance @3 is an expected but not required consequence oératetl
mediation (Muller et al. 2005). Overall, theseulesdo not support the case that the
mediation of TE is enhanced by creativity.

In addition, | conducted the same analyses wittDAML as the dependent
variable. The results showed no improvement tartbdel.

Conclusion The conclusion of these analyses is that botbtiemal attachment
and task enjoyment are mediators between autonathY\&I'D. Autonomy is positively
related to both, EA and TE. In consequence, batiators EA and TE are negatively
related to WTD. That is, as the level of autonantyeased, EA and TE increased. In
addition, as EA and TE increased, the willingnesgispose of the object decreased.

Thus, these results do not support the hypothleatsTiE, rather than EA, is the process
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mediator between creativity, autonomy, and williegs to dispose of the object.
However, interestingly, the results show that bihand EA are mediators between
autonomy and WTD. A bivariate correlation showat tlask enjoyment (TE) and
emotional attachment (EA) are significantly cortethf = .600). If EA and TE are
related, the question becomes what is the reldtiprisetween them. Next, | conduct a
post hocanalysis to understand these findings.

As noted above, | know that EA and TE are related/TD. | ran separate
analyses where | found that both EA and TE are atexi between autonomy and WTD.
Now, | ran a regression model including both vdgaln the model to predict WTD.

Before running the regression with both variabfethe model, | checked for
convergent and discriminant validity of the two styacts. | ran a CFA model with the
items of both variables. The model fit indicatessre as follows: Chi-Square of 64.44
(P=0.00), goodness of fit index (GFI) = 0.90, athkdsgoodness of fit index (AGFI) =
0.81, normed fit index (NFI) = 0.97, non-normedfidex (NNFI) = 0.97, comparative fit
index (CFI) = 0.98.

Several methods have been suggested to assessttiant validity. One
method involves calculating the Average Variancel&ixed (AVE), which measures the
ratio of variance to measurement error in the scBt@nell and Larcker (1981) suggest
that adequate measures should contain less thareB0%variance (i.e., AVE of .5 or
higher). The AVE estimates for EA was 87.01% a0a@l8% for TE. Evidence of
discriminant validity occurs when the AVE estimaf@seach factor are greater than the
squared correlation between the factors. The lativa between EA and TE is 0.61.

AVE ‘s for both factors are greater than the sqda@relation between them.
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In addition, as recommended by Anderson and Geiii#g8) and Bagozzi, Yi,
and Phillips (1991), | ran a correlation less tbae test for the pair of constructs. | ran a
two-factor model with the correlation set equabte and compared it with a two-factor
model with the correlation freely estimated. Tasults show that the correlation
between the constructs is less than unity whickigdes additional support for
discriminant validity §°A = -14.2,df = 1, p < .001).

Finally, | compared a model with a one factor Soluto a model with the two-
factor solution. The chi-square difference tegfggsts that the model is better when
there are two factors specified compared to ghe £ -610.2df = 2, p < .001).

These findings suggest discriminant validity betwesesk enjoyment (TE) and
emotional attachment (EA).

Convergent validity was assessed for both constragtvell. Each item
demonstrated a significant loading on its intendeastruct and there were not
modification indexes suggesting cross-loadingsis ©hevidence of convergent validity.
In addition the composite reliability (CR) for EAwals 0.96 and 0.97 for TE. Both
values are above .80 and the AVE'’s are higher th@mproviding additional evidence of
convergent validity (Fornell and Larcker 1981). xiye included the two variables into
the same model.

What | found was that when | include both variatdesndependent variables, TE
is not longer a significant predictor of WTP € -.222, t =-1.471, p = .144), but EA
remains significantf{ = -.590,t = -2.124, p = .036). The interaction effect betw&A
and TE is also not significan € .390,t = 1.118, p = .265). These results suggest that

EA may be a mediator between TE and WTD.
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To confirm these findings, | ran an analysis foliogva regression approach using
three-stage least squares (3SLS). The 3SLS appduess not allow the analyst to
account for measurement error. However, 3SLS alkimsiltaneous estimation of
several regression equations including categovaahbles. The model to be tested is
that of autonomy> TE > EA > WTD. That is, autonomy leads to task enjoyment
which in turn predicts EA and EA predicts WTD. Tiedel fit the data well; the 3SLS
system weighted Rwvas approximately .312.

The first equation estimates the effect of autonoergativity, and the interaction
between the two using task enjoyment as the depérndeable. Only autonomy is a
significant predictor of TER(= 3.233t = 7.36, p <.0001). The second equation
estimates the effect of TE on EA. The results sttt TE is significantly correlated to
EA (B =0.61,t = 9.05, p <.0001). Finally, the third equatiatimates the impact of EA
on WTD. The result shows that EA is a significargdictor of WTD f§ = -.352,t = -.45,
p <.0001). Thus, the results suggest that EAnediator between TE and WTD.

A detailed discussion of the findings is presentetthe next chapter. Also, the
limitations of the present study are describedaly, | end the dissertation with

directions for future research.
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CHAPTER VI
DISCUSSION
Chapter VI is organized in five sections. Thetfgsction provides an overview
of the dissertation. Second, research findingslss&issed. Then, theoretical and
managerial implications are presented. The fosetition discusses the research

limitations of the present work. Finally, | en@titg directions for future research.

Overview of the Dissertation

The purpose of this research was to investigatedle of emotional attachment
in co-production of objects. After an extensiveiegs of the literature, it was found that
emotional attachment, which is the emotional boihaaindividual to an object, and co-
production, which is defined as the extent of a@ugr’'s hands-on interaction in the
production of an object, share similar antecedantsconsequences. Thus, there is
evidence to believe that these two constructs netognig to the same nomological
network. However, the relationship between emati@ttachment and co-production has
not been explored in the literature. This is treeegch gap that | attempt to fill.

This research gap is relevant to academics anageas. For academics, the
study of the two constructs ads to the understanalira nomological network. For
managers this study improves their understandinbetustomer’s reactions to co-
production and they may tailor their co-productpyocesses to better satisfy their

customers. More specifically, the proposed depeindariable in this study is
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willingness to dispose which is managerially refevand theoretically related to
emotional attachment and co-production.

In order to fill this gap in the literature, | dgped the role of emotional
attachment under two possible scenarios. Firsydstigated what is the role of
emotional attachment in co-production when the $agiithe co-production is the object.
Second, | explored the role of emotional attachméren the focus is the task. Based on
related theories, meaningful relationships betw®arand co-production are proposed
and hypotheses were stated.

The hypotheses were tested by conducting two axeattal studies. Study one
explores the role of EA created by co-productiod & effect on the willingness to
dispose of the object (WTD). EA is proposed to iaedthe relationship between
customer co-production and WTD. Also proposedhésrhoderating effect of meness.
Meness refers to the level of association of aedalgnd the self. | tested these
relationships using a 2 (co-production: low, high) (Meness: low high) between-
subjects experimental design. In Study Two, | giigated the impact of task enjoyment
in the formation of EA due to co-production. |aeghat by manipulating autonomy and
creativity in the task, WTD increases due to theliatéon of task enjoyment and the
reduction of EA to the object. |tested theseti@hships using a 2 (Autonomy: low,
high) x 2 (Creativity: low high). Both experimentgre conducted in a lab setting where
participants were randomly assigned to one of tmelitions to engage in a co-
production exercise. Then, the proposed hypothgses tested using rigorous statistical
analyses.

Next, | discuss the findings of the two studies.
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Discussion of the Research Findings
In this section | discuss the research findingswvaf experimental studies that
were conducted in order to understand the roleraft®nal attachment in customer co-
production. | discuss the findings of each studurn, and then | discuss the overall

findings of the study.

Discussion of Study 1

Study one results were surprising and unexpedtast, | expected that higher
levels of hands-on participation would lead to egBngness to dispose of the object,
especially when the object was associated to tfié.ge, in the high meness condition).
The results did not support these relationshigse fésults show that individuals who
physically interacted with the object during it®guction and were primed with lower
levels of meness reported a marginally higher mgiiess to dispose of the co-produced
object. However, these findings may have a loggg@lanation.

The explanation for these findings may be founthenmanipulation procedures
for meness. As the reader may recall, | manipdltte level of meness by making
participants associate their self to the focal abfpillows) or disassociate the object
from their self. The manipulation not only strémgted the association of the self to the
object, but also reduced or eliminated the assoaialf the self to the object by asking
the respondent to associate pillows to othersotitdir selves. Following the prime, |
asked participants in the high co-production caadito manually make a pillow.

When asking participants in the low meness conditiomanually produce a
pillow, a cognitive inconsistency or imbalance nhaye been created (Heider 1958;

Festinger 1957; Osgood and Tannenbaum 1955). ©hamd, | made participants
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associate pillows to others not to the self, antherother hand | had participants make a
pillow with their own hands. The performing of ttask may have initiated a relationship
between the pillow and the self. In order to coyith the psychological inconsistency or
imbalance (i.e., | am not related to pillows bam making one), respondents may have
opted to get rid of the pillow as soon as they danlorder to maintain psychological
consistency.

The second unexpected finding in study one isa¢bgiroduction was not related
to emotional attachment. This finding may have axplanations. One explanation may
be that although the manipulation checks were ssfekly pretested and significant in
the main study, the manipulation of co-producticeyrhave not been strong enough. |
proposed that co-production provides the necessargtitions for emotional attachment
to develop since there is tactile contact withdbgect. However, the tactile contact may
have not been long enough for an emotional bortoreated. EA takes some time to
develop and maybe | did not provide sufficient tiduging the experiment.

Another explanation may be that the choices thdiggaants had while making
the pillow may have not been vast enough. If threzee not sufficient choices to make,
maybe participants could have felt that the pillas not made at their specific choice
and they may have felt forced to make the pilldwistreducing their attitudes towards
the co-produced object.

These explanations of what could have happenemharely speculative.
Unfortunately, | did not collect measures for thesexpected findings. However, these
interesting findings open the door for future séigdin the topic. Now, I discuss the

findings for study two.
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Discussion of Study 2

The results of study two were also unexpectedypbthesized that autonomy and
creativity would interact to strengthen task enjeytn In addition, | expected that as task
enjoyment increased, the effect of emotional atteaait on WTD would have decreased.
However, | found different results.

The interaction between autonomy and creativitgrealict task enjoyment was
not significant. However, | found that autonomyltaamain effect on task enjoyment
such that individuals in high autonomy conditiongoged the task more than individuals
in the low autonomy conditions.

These findings are consistent with previous rese@dahl and Moreau 2007).
Dahl and Moreau argue that task enjoyment shoulidieer when autonomy is allowed
and individuals are given complete instructionshow to do the task. However, task
enjoyment should be lower when individuals aregieén autonomy but they have
complete instructions on how to do the task. Inexgeriment, | maintained the level of
instructions constant. All conditions had completéten instructions on how to do the
task.

Thus, these findings add to previous research epraguction to suggest that
individuals appreciate the autonomy given in a cadpction task regardless of their
creative mood.

Another interesting finding is that there was amedfect of autonomy on both
emotional attachment and task enjoyment. Thatayiduals who were allowed to
design the coffee mug as they wanted reported highels of emotional attachment and

higher levels of task enjoyment. EA and TE wess aklated to WTD such that as EA

158



increased, WTD decreased. Further, when TE inece&&TD also decreased. The
moderated mediation analyses suggest that EA aratd Ehediators between autonomy
and WTD. However, | expected that as TE increa®érl) would increase since the
product would not be as relevant as the task (Co2088).

A post hocanalysis revealed that EA is a mediator betwee@AEWTD. This
finding may be supported by emotional attachmeetdiure since it has been proposed
that individuals may get emotionally attached taniegful objects (Belk 1988). One
way that an object may become meaningful is byntbenories or experiences that the
object evokes. For example, an entry ticket fso@ may be meaningful to someone
who wants to remember the experiences and momeatsthat day in the zoo. In the
same manner, in this study, individuals who enjoyedtask may have also experienced
a higher level of emotional attachment becausethrery have been meaning derived
from the co-production task. This interesting fimglis discussed in more detail in the

following overall discussion.

Overall Discussion

This dissertation extends the literature on co-potion and emotional
attachment. The main findings of this work areflah. First, | found that co-
production, task enjoyment, emotional attachmedtwaiflingness to dispose are related.
This finding is important because it adds to prasistudies on co-production. Franke
and Shreier (2008) propose that consumers thajiaea the opportunity of creating
something unique are more satisfied and value grentucts more. However they did

not explain what is the psychological mechanismeulythg these results.
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| propose that the creation of emotional attachn@mards the object resulting
from task enjoyment is the explaining mechanismafoincremental valuation of co-
created objects. This extends recent researchRedl and Shu 2009). | found that
when co-production is enjoyable, then the individizues their product more as
reflected in their lower willingness to disposdtofThis relationship is mediated by the
emotional attachment towards the object. In stptore a consumer enjoys co-
producing, the more the consumer will love whaythake.

The second finding of this dissertation is thak @sjoyment is positively related
to the autonomy that a consumer may have in thereduction task regardless of the
consumer’s creative mood state. This finding addke literature on task enjoyment
and suggests that the freedom on creating origingk drives the enjoyment in co-
production activities. Now I discuss the theom@tend practical implications of the

findings.

Theoretical Implications

This dissertation adds to the literature of emai@itachment and customer co-
production. The findings show that co-productiod @motional attachment are related
when there is a high level of task enjoyment. Hegtels of task enjoyment translate to
higher levels of emotional attachment. This emmwlattachment in turn reduces the
willingness to dispose of an object.

In addition, | found that autonomy in the co-protiloic task makes the task more
enjoyable regardless of the initial creative motadesof the co-producer. These
relationships and findings had not been investiyatfore and contribute to the

understanding of the role of emotional attachmermor-production.
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Managerial Implications

These work findings may be relevant for manageasdffer or consider offering
co-production opportunities to their customersst-imanagers may be interested in the
fact that customers enjoy the co-production taskmwithey are given freedom in their
choices regardless of their creative mood stalso,Ananagers may be interested in the
fact that the results suggest that the more a mestenjoys the task the more emotionally
attached that the customer becomes to the objachwiturn predicts the customer’s
intention to dispose of the object. If a managesws how the customer creates a bond
to the object, then a manager may consider tagaheir business to better satisfy its
customers. For example, in high attachment catitia business may offer accessories,
ad-on features, or warranties because they knowthba customers may keep their

products for a longer period of time.

Research Limitations

There are limitations to consider in the interptietaof the results presented in
this work. In this section, | describe some ofseéatimitations. First, caution should be
taken in the generalizability of the research fivgi. The results may not apply to all co-
creation phenomena. | tested the models undez@feptype of co-creation which is co-
production. Care should be taken to interpretrdsalts under different types of
customer input.

In addition, the sample is limited. Although | geathe sample to be
undergraduate college studies for higher contrdllzatter assessment of causal

relationships (Calder et al. 1981, 1982), cautioougd be taken in order to extend these
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results to other more heterogeneous populationgeldexperiment or a survey may be
useful in generalizing the results.

Further, as | already noted in the discussion @ecthe objects used in the studies
for participants to co-produce may not represdrthalset of products to be co-produced.
In addition, the participants may have not hadgh fevel of involvement in the product
category. It may be expected in real life thapcoducers may have high levels of
involvement in the product category in which thépase to co-produce.

The current study is also limited in the numbevafiables measured and tested.
Several related variables may have been omittededindut for example customer
satisfaction, perceived product quality, co-protucexperience, among others. These
variables were not included because they were falecscope of the dissertation and
they were left out for future research.

Also, there was some trouble measuring willingriessispose (WTD). WTD
was defined as a formative scale. The formatiaéesdid not perform well and various
procedures were needed to form the scales usadatio@ahould be considered when
interpreting the results.

Finally, there may be concerns related to treatmentipulation issues. Maybe
the manipulations were not strong enough to ma&ettects significant. It may be
argued that the manipulation check for creativitgiudy 2 may have influenced the
results. | asked the participants to completerthaipulation check for the creativity
prime before the co-production task. Whether ffeceof the creativity prime was
carried over the main experiment may be questiodedcheck for this, | conducted a

post test to check if the creativity prime lastswgh to complete a creative task.
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| randomly assigned twenty seven participants w diiferent conditions. The
test was done before class in three small marketasges. None of the respondents had
done a related study before. The first conditmiofved the same high creativity
manipulation as in the main study. | used onlytigh creativity condition since | want
to check if the effect lasted or not. In addititme creativity task was the drawing of a
house similar to the high autonomy pretest conditather than the mug decoration. The
manipulation check questions were situated rigierahe prime and prior to the drawing
of the house. Then, after the drawing of the hppa#icipants were asked whether they
felt creative drawing the house, if they felt tHair work was creative, and if they felt
imaginative while drawing the house. In the secomadition, participants followed the
same procedures than participants in the first itimmd However, the manipulation
check questions were asked after the drawing ofittuse.

Twenty five responses were analyzed. There weebsenresponses in the no
change condition and thirteen in the new condituith all the questions until the end. |
ran a multivariate test of variance with the thheese drawing related questions as the
dependent variables and the type of condition @dited factor. The results show that
there was not a statistically significant differeraetween the two groups on their
perception of how creative they felt (F = .668= 1,24, p =.422), how creative their
work was (F = .003Jf = 1,24, p =.958), or how imaginative they felt ighdrawing the
house (F = .324f = 1,24, p =.573). Although these findings suggiest the creativity
manipulation was successful throughout the experintbe experiment findings should

be taken with caution.
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Directions for Future Research

There is a vast opportunity for future researcbelezon this dissertation. This
dissertation opens an avenue for empirical researao-production, co-creation, and
emotional attachment. In this section, | will dése some, but by no means all, possible
directions for future research.

First, the replication of this experimental workder other co-creation situations
may expand the conditions for the role of emoti@tchment and task enjoyment on
willingness to dispose. There may be other relatgthbles under different co-creation
contexts that may moderate the results from tlgsattation. Research on these different
types of customer involvement in the creation addpis necessary to understand the co-
creation phenomena.

Second, there are several variables that werstaudied in this dissertation that
may have moderating effects on the results. Fiance, | found that as task enjoyment
increases, emotional attachment increases astiuetl reducing the willingness to
dispose of an object. However, this effect mayngesaas there is a repetition on the task.
That is, maybe as individuals repeat a task modenaore times, the outcomes become
less relevant. In the present study | investig#tedole of emotional attachment on a
one time co-production task. Further researcteeessary to understand the role of
emotional attachment in repeated co-productiorvisiess.

Third, the study of co-production and intentiomsc¢ant. In this research | did not
assess if individuals were or were not likely talheking about keeping the pillow at the
moment they made it. Although I tried to stressftct that the object was theirs to keep,

participants’ predisposition may have resultecindr attachment towards the object.
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Further study of emotional attachment and interstismecessary to understand
psychological outcomes (e.g., Novemsky and Kahne20as).

Finally, this research opens a window in the undeding on how consumers
value co-produced objects. It is argued that ¢ftees customers do not pay the
premium necessary for companies to allow custoradigipation (Moreau 2009). Based
on this work’s findings, one may propose that comsts may value their co-produced
objects more if they enjoy performing the co-praductask. More research is needed to

understand how customers value their participatidhe production of their goods.
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APPENDIX A - STUDY ONE INSTRUMENT

Please read the following instructions

Co-Production

This study is concerned with customer’s evaluatminso-produced items.

On the next page you will find a set of questiobewd the activity you just went
through. Please read the questions carefully. Wdube asked questions about your
beliefs, opinions, and feelings regarding the pobdu

This research is being conducted by and underupersision of:

Kevin E. Voss, Ph.D. Fernando Jiménez

Associate Professor of Marketing Doctoral Student

Spears School of Business Spears School of Business
Oklahoma State University Oklahoma State University
vossk@okstate.edu fernando.jimenez@okstate.edu
(405) 744-5106 (405) 744-8674
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Make each item a separate and independent judgment. Work at moderate speed
through these scales. Do not worry or puzzle over individual items. It is your first
impressions, theimmediate feelings about the items asthey pertain to the pillow that
we want. On the other hand, please do not be careless, because we want your true

impressions. Answer ALL theitemseven if they seem repetitive.

For each item below, please circle the number clasthe extent of hands-on

participation that you had in the previous activity
To No To Great
Extent Extent

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2

Extent that | had hands-on patrticipation in making the pillow.
Extent that | made the pillow with my own hands.
Extent that | physically contributed in making the pillow.

Please indicate your opinion and feelings aboustpiliow making activity

To a low To a higt

Degree Degree
To what degree did you enjoy the task? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
To what degree did you have fun? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
To what degree do you consider that the task washsag? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
To what degree do you consider that the task w&a fun 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
To what degree did you feel frustrated? 1 2 3 45 6 7 8 9

1 2 3 45 6 7 8 9

To what degree did you feel annoyed?

For each item below, please circle the number clmsgour feelings about the pillow.

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree

213 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

There is an association between the pillow and me.
There is a link between the pillow and me.

My pillow and | are somehow related.
There is a connection between the pillowandmyself 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Please select the number that best describes ttdudes toward this pillow:

Effective 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Not Effective
Not fun 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Fun

Helpful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unhelpful
Dull 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Exciting
Functional 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Not
functional

Not delightful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Delightful
Necessary 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unnecessary
Not thrilling 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Thrilling
Practical 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Impractical
Enjoyable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unenjoyable

For each item below, please circle the number clmsgour feelings about the pillow.

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree
| feel attached to this pillow. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| feel a bond to this pillow. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

For each item below, please circle the number clasthe adjective that you believe
describes your feelings about the pillow.

No Love At All 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 AStronglove
No EmotionalBond 1 2 3 5 6 7 A Strong Emotional Bond
Not Emotionally Connected 1 2 3
Not Linked By Feelings 1 2 3
1 2 3

No Feelings of Attachment

5 6 7 Emotionally Connected
5 6 7 Linked By Feelings
5 6 7

4
4
4
4 Strong Feelingattdfichment
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Please answer the following questions about thevpinh different imaginary scenarios.

Suppose you were asked to sell this pillow thatiy@ade, how much money would you
ask for?

$ :

Suppose you had to pay for making this pillow, mmach money would you pay for this
pillow?

$

Suppose you were given the chance to buy accesdorithis pillow (cover, perfume,
additional stuffing, brush, etc). How likely wowau be to buy any of the accessories to
keep your pillow in good conditions?
Unlikely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Likely
Improbable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Probable

Impossible 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Possible

Suppose you were given the chance to make anatlav just like this one. How likely
would you be to participate in making it again?

Unlikely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Likely
Improbable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Probable

Impossible 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Possible

Suppose this activity was open to the public. Hi&ely would you be to recommend a
friend to come and make a pillow?

Unlikely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Likely
Improbable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Probable

Impossible 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Possible
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Suppose that at the end of this study, you coutth@xge this pillow (which you get to
keep) for one of the following items. How likelyowld you be to exchange your pillow?

Exchange this pillow for a candy bar.

Unlikely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Likely
Exchange this pillow for an OSU Agenda.

Unlikely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Likely
Exchange this pillow for a 1 GB USB flash drive.

Unlikely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Likely

Please indicate on a scale from 1 (“not at alll{iReto 9 (“extremely likely”) how likely
are you to dispose of the pillow in each of thédfeing ways:

Not at all Extremely

likely likely
Throw it away 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Put it in a paid storage 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Try to sell it (e.g. on Ebay, at a garage sale) 1 2 3 45 6 7 8 9
Donate it (to a goodwill or other charity) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Replace it with a new one. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Give it to a friend. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Give it to a family member. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

For each item below, please circle the number closthe adjective that you believe
describes your feelings about the pillow.

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree
| would feel remorseful if | got rid of my pillow. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| would feel guilty if | did not keep my pillow. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| would not feel sorry for throwing away my pilloyR) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| expect that | would feel bad when | give my p¥away 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| would feel guilty if | gave my pillow away. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

YOU ARE ALMOST DONE. The following questions ar @out you....
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Please select the number that best fits your opsibeliefs and ideas.

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree
When walking through stores, | can't help touching all kinds of products. 3 -2-10 1 2 3
Touching products can be fun. 3 -2-10 1 2 3
| place more trust in products that can be touched before purchase. 3 -2-10 1 2 3
| feel more comfortable purchasing a product after physically examining it. 231-0 1 2 3
When browsing in stores, it is important for me to handle all kinds of products. -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3
If | can't touch the product in the store, | am reluctant to purchase the product. -3 -2 -1 @ B
I like to touch products even if | have no intention of buying them. 3 -2 -1 01 2 3
| feel more confident makign a purchase after touching a product. 3 -2-10 1 2 3
When browsing in stores, | like to touch lots of products. -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3
The only way to make sure a product is worth buying is to actually touch it. 3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3

There are many products that | would only buy if | could handle them before purchase. -3 @ 4 2 3

| find myself touching all kinds of products in stores. 3 -2-10 1 2 3

Please circle true or false to the following statats.

You are always willing to admit it when you makméstake TRUE FALSE
You always try to practice what you preach TRUE FALSE
You never get upset being asked to return a favor UHR FALSE
You have never been annoyed when people expredsasl i TRUE FALSE
very different from your own

You have never deliberately said something that $nmeone's feeli TRUE FALSE
You like to gossip at times TRUE FALSE
There have been occasions when you took advantagemezone TRUE FALSE
You sometimes try to get even rather than forgive: farget TRUE FALSE
At times you have really insisted on having thiggar own way TRUE FALSE
There have been occasions when you felt like smgghings TRUE FALSE

ONE MORE PAGE
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Do you think that your input in making the pillonfiuenced the pillow’s quality?
1) My input did not influence the quality

2) My input made the quality better

3) My input made the quality worse

What do you think about the overall quality of thikow?

1) Good quality 2) Regular quality  3) Poor quality

How many times have you been to Build-A-Bear betore

0 1-3 4-7 7-10 More than 10

How many teddy bears did you make for yourself?

0 1-3 4-7 7-10 More than 10

How many times have you ever participated in making other type of product that
requires your specific hands on input such as bo@ling, jewelry making, or quilting?

0 1-3 4-7 7-10 More than 10
Age (please specify):

Year in School:  Freshman Sophomore Junior enidd
Grad

Nationality: USA Other (please specify):

In the following lines, could you guess the purpokthis research?

Do you have any other comments or thoughts abausthdy?

Name: email;

You will be contacted 3 weeks later for information regarding this activity. Your personal
information, including your name, will be protected and destroyed once we get your final
responses. Your name will be replaced by a number ID. Thank you for your participation.
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APPENDIX B - HIGH CREATIVITY PRIME

Number on your label

Please read the following instructions (A)

On the next page you will find instructions on htmawrite about a specific
passage in your life. Please read the instructtansfully.

This research is being conducted by and underupersision of:
Fernando Jiménez

Kevin E. Voss, Ph.D. Doctoral Student
Associate Professor of Marketing Spears School of Business
Spears School of Business Oklahoma State University
Oklahoma State University fernando.Jiménez@okstate.edyu
vossk@okstate.edu (405) 744-8624

(405) 744-5106
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Please think about three situations in your lifeewlyou were creative. Please write
down the three situations.

Situation 1

Situation 2

Situation 3
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Now please join the dots in the following figuresANYWAY that you want. Be as
original and creative as possible. The only rezaent is that all dots should be covered.

Figure 1 (example) Figure 2

[ ] [ ]
[ ] [ ]
[ ] [ ] [} [} [} [ ] [ ]
Figure 3 Figure 4
® o
[
L °
[ ] [ ] ®
[ [ o )
[ [
) )
(] (]
o
e o ° ) ° ° ] ) ]
Figure 5 Figure 6
e o ° ° ° °
[} [ ] [}
° °
[} (]
e o o ® ®
° ° °
°
° ® °
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Figure 7

Figure 9

Figure 11
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Figure 8

Figure 10

Figure 12



Make your answer as honest and spontaneous as possible. It isyour first
impressions, theimmediate feelings that we want. On the other hand, please do not
be car eless, because we want your trueimpressions. Remember that your
participation isanonymous and voluntary.

Please circle the number that best suits yourrfgeland opinionsegar ding the
previous task.

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree

| felt that | was creative. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

| did creative work. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

| felt imaginative when | was doing the task. 1 2 3 4 5 67

Now please answer how creatiaee you feeling at this moment.

Low High
Degree Degree
To what degree do you feel creative? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
To what degree do you feel imaginative? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree
| feel that | could do creative work now. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| feel | could be imaginative now. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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APPENDIX C - LOW CREATIVITY PRIME

Number on our label

Please read the following instructions (B)

On the next page you will find instructions on htmawrite about a specific
passage in your life. Please read the instructtansfully.

This research is being conducted by and underupersision of:

Kevin E. Voss, Ph.D. Fernando Jiménez

Associate Professor of Marketing Doctoral Student

Spears School of Business Spears School of Business
Oklahoma State University Oklahoma State University
vossk@okstate.edu fernando.Jiménez@okstate.edu
(405) 744-5106 (405) 744-8624
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Please think about three situations in your lifeewlou had to do a repetitive and
monotonous task. Please write down the threetging

Situation 1

Situation 2

Situation 3
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Now please join the dots in the following figurasg@ares, rectangles, eto)lowing the
numbered sequence.

Figure 1 Figure 2
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
o——oc—o0 e ° ° ) e
12 @ @5 18 @ ® 8
1 @ @ 6 17 @ ® 9
10 e ° ) e ) ) e ) ° ) °
9 8 7 16 15 14 13 12 11 10
Figure 3 Figure 4
2 3 B
[}
1 L ® 5
° ° 1
6 (]
16 @ [}
2
12
15 @ e 7 ° °
14 @ ® 3 11 P ® 3
13 (] @ 9
o o S 0 e ® ° ° ° ° ° 4
12 11 9 8 7 6 5
Figure 5 Figure 6
3 4 1 2 3 4 5 6
Y e o e o o o o °
1 @ ® s 15 e e 7
14
8 @ o @ s ® @ 3
7
' @ 13 @ ® 4
e
) Py 10
10 @ 12 11
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Figure 7

13

Figure 9

11

10

1 e
8
2 e
9 3 ®
4 @
5 @
15
[
1
[
18 @
17 @
[

16
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Make your answer as honest and spontaneous as possible. It isyour first
impressions, theimmediate feelings that we want. On the other hand, please do not
be car eless, because we want your trueimpressions. Remember that your
participation isanonymous and voluntary.

Please circle the number that best suits yourrfgeland opinionsegar ding the
previous task.

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree

| felt that | was creative. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

| did creative work. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

| felt imaginative when | was doing the task. 1 2 3 4 5 67

Now please answer how creatiaee you feeling at this moment.

Low High
Degree Degree
To what degree do you feel creative? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
To what degree do you feel imaginative? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree
| feel that | could do creative work now. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| feel | could be imaginative now. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Thank you for your participation. Please give thisterial back to the person in charge.

198



APPENDIX D - STUDY 2 INSTRUMENT

Please read the following instructions

Co-Production

This study is concerned with customer’s evaluatminso-produced items.

On the next page you will find a set of questiobsw the activity you just went
through. Please read the questions carefully. Wdube asked questions about your
beliefs, opinions, and feelings regarding the pobdu

This research is being conducted by and underupersision of:

Kevin E. Voss, Ph.D. Fernando Jiménez
Associate Professor of Marketing Doctoral Student
Spears School of Business Spears School of Business
Oklahoma State University Oklahoma State University
vossk@okstate.edu fernando.jimenez@okstate.edu
(405) 744-5106 (405) 744-8674

199



M ake each item a separ ate and independent judgment. Work at moder ate speed
through these scales. Do not worry or puzzle over individual items. It isyour first
impressions, theimmediate feelings about the items asthey pertain to the activity
and the mug that we want. On the other hand, please do not be car eless, because we
want your trueimpressions. Answer ALL theitemseven if they seem repetitive.

For each item below, please circle the number closthe extent of autonomy that you

had in the previous activity.
Low High
Extent Extent

1 2 3 45 6 7 8 9
1 2 3 45 6 7 8 9
1 2 3 45 6 7 8

1 2 3 45 6 7 8 9
1 2 3 45 6 7 8 9

To what extent did you feel free to make your olnices?
To what extent did you feel free to express yofiPsel

To what extent did you do "your own thing"?
To what extent did you feel free to communicaterytbougths?

To what extent did you feel free to express yoaslifigs?

For each item below, please circle the number climsthe extent of hands-on
participation that you had in the previous activity

To No To Great
Extent Extent
Extent that | had hands-on participation in makimg mug. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Extent that | made part of the mug with my own l&and

Extent that | physically contributed in making theg as is. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Please indicate your opinion and feelings aboustalativity

To a low To a higl
Degree Degree
8 9

To what degree did you enjoy the task? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
To what degree did you have fun? 1 2 3 45 6 7 8 9

To what degree do you consider that the task wésfyseg? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
To what degree do you consider that the task wa3 fu 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
To what degree did you feel frustrated? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1 2 3 45 6 7 8 9

To what degree did you feel annoyed?

200



How much do you like the mug’s decoration?

Notatall 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Very much

How much do you identify with the mug’s decoration?

Notatall 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Very much

For each item below, please circle the number clasgour feelings about the mug.

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree

1 2 3546 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

There is an association between the mug and me.
There is a link between the mug and me.

My mug and | are somehow related.

There is a connection between the mug and myself. 1324 5 6 7

Please select the number that best describes ftaudas toward this mug:

Effective 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Not Effective
Not fun 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Fun

Helpful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unhelpful

Dull 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Exciting
Functional 1 2 4 6 Not functional
Not delightful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Delightful
Necessary 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unnecessary
Not thrilling 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Thrilling
Practical 1 2 3 4 7 Impractical
Enjoyable 1 2 3 4 7 Unenjoyable
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For each item below, please circle the number clmsgour feelings about the mug.

Strongly Strongly

Disagree Agree
| feel attached to this mug. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| feel a bond to this mug. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

For each item below, please circle the number closthe adjective that you believe
describes your feelings about the mug.

No Love At All 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 AStrongLove
No EmotionalBond 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 A Strong Emotional Bond
Not Emotionally Connected 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Emotionally Conedct
Not Linked By Feelings 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Linked By Feelings
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

No Feelings of Attachment Strong Feelingattfchment

Please answer the following questions about thevpih different imaginary scenarios.

Suppose you were asked to sell this mug that yalemtgow much money would you ask
for?

$ .
Suppose you had to pay for making this mug, howhhnmoney would you pay?

$

Suppose you were given the chance to buy accesdorithis mug (cover, case,
additional colors to paint, etc). How likely wowldu be to buy any of the accessories to
keep your mug in good conditions?
Unlikely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Likely
Improbable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Probable

Impossible 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Possible



Suppose you were given the chance to make anothgjust like this one. How likely
would you be to participate in making it again?

Unlikely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Likely
Improbable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Probable

Impossible 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Possible

Suppose this activity was open to the public. Hi&aly would you be to recommend a
friend to come and make a mug?

Unlikely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Likely
Improbable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Probable

Impossible 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Possible

Suppose that at the end of this study, you coutth@xge this mug (which you get to
keep) for one of the following items. How likelyowld you be to exchange your mug?

Exchange this mug for a candy bar.

Unlikely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Likely
Exchange this mug for an OSU Agenda.

Unlikely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Likely
Exchange this mug for a 1 GB USB flash drive.

Unlikely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Likely
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Please indicate on a scale from 1 (“not at alll{iReto 9 (“extremely likely”) how likely
are you to dispose of the mug in each of the fahovwvays:

Not at all Extremely

likely likely
Throw it away 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Put it in a paid storage 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Try to sell it (e.g. on Ebay, at a garage sale) 1 2 3 45 6 7 8 9
Donate it (to a goodwill or other charity) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Replace it with a new one. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Give it to a friend. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Give it to a family member. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

For each item below, please circle the number clasthe adjective that you believe
describes your feelings about the mug.

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree
| would feel remorseful if | got rid of my mug. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| would feel guilty if I did not keep my mug. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| would not feel sorry for throwing away my mug. 1 23 4 5 6 7
| expect that | would feel bad when | give my mugagt. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

| would feel guilty if | gave my mug away. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

YOU ARE ALMOST DONE. The following questions ar @out you....
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Please select the number that best fits your opsibeliefs and ideas.

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree
When walking through stores, | can't help touchafiginds of products. -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3
Touching products can be fun. 3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3
| place more trust in products that can be toudiefdre purchase. 3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3
| feel more comfortable purchasing a product gitersically examining it. 3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3
When browsing in stores, it is important for méngmdle all kinds of products. -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3
If I can't touch the product in the store, | amuotant to purchase the product. 3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3
| like to touch products even if | have no intentiaf buying them. 3 -2 -1 01 2 3
| feel more confident makign a purchase after tough product. 3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3
When browsing in stores, | like to touch lots abghucts. 3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3
The only way to make sure a product is worth buyaig actually touch it. -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3

There are many products that | would only buydbuld handle them before purchase. -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3
I find myself touching all kinds of products in ste. 3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3

Please circle true or false to the following statats.

You are always willing to admit it when you makeestake TRUE FALSE
You always try to practice what you preach TRUE FALSE
You never get upset being asked to return a favor UHR FALSE
You have never been annoyed when people expredsasl i TRUE FALSE
very different from your own

You have never deliberately said something that $nmeone's feeli TRUE FALSE
You like to gossip at times TRUE FALSE
There have been occasions when you took advanfagen@one TRUE FALSE
You sometimes try to get even rather than forgive: farget TRUE FALSE
At times you have really insisted on having thiggar own way TRUE FALSE
There have been occasions when you felt like smgghings TRUE FALSE

Do you think that your input in making the mug ughced the mug'’s quality?
1) My input did not influence the quality
2) My input made the quality better
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3) My input made the quality worse

What do you think about the overall quality of thag?

1) Good quality 2) Regular quality  3) Poor quality

How many times have you been to Build-A-Bear betore

0 1-3 4-7 7-10 More than 10

How many teddy bears did you make for yourself?

0 1-3 4-7 7-10 More than 10

How many times have you ever participated in making other type of product that
requires your specific hands on input such as cainpenaking toys, scrapbooking,
jewelry making, or quilting?

0 1-3 4-7 7-10 More than 10

Gender: F M

Age (please specify):

Year in School:  Freshman Sophomore Junior enidd
Grad

Nationality: USA Other (please specify):

In the following lines, could you guess the purpokthis research?

Do you have any other comments or thoughts abausthdy?

You will be contacted 3 weeks later for information regarding this activity. Your
personal information, including your name, will be protected and destroyed once we
get your final responses. Your name will bereplaced by a number ID. Thank you
for your participation.
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APPENDIX E - IRB APPROVAL FORMS

Oklahoma State University Institutional Review Board

Date: Thursday, September 11, 2008

IRB Application No BU0819

Proposal Title: The Role of Emotional Attachment in Customer Co-Production
Reviewed and Expedited

Processed as:

Status Recommended by Reviewer(s): Approved Protocol Expires: 9/10/2009

Principal

Investigator(s):

Fernando Jimenez Kevin E. Voss

405 Business 211 Business
Stillwater, OK 74078 Stillwater, OK 74078

The [RB application referenced above has been approved. [t is the judgment of the reviewers that the
rights and welfare of individuals who may be asked to participate in this study will be respected, and that
the research will be conducted in a manner consistent with the IRB requirements as cutlined in section 45
CFR 46

[X! The final versions of any printed recruitment, consent and assent documents bearing the [RB approval
stamp are attached to this letter These are the versions that must be used during the study

As Principal Investigator, it is your responsibility to do the following:

1. Conduct this study exactly as it has been approved. Any modifications to the research protacol
must be submitted with the appropriate signatures for IRB approval,

2 Submit a request for continuation if the study extends beyond the approval period of one calendar
year This continuation must receive IRB review and approval before the research can continue

3 Report any adverse events to the IRB Chair promptly. Adverse events are those which are
unanticipated and impact the subjects during the course of this research; and

4 Notify the IRB office in writing when your research project is complete

Please note that approved protocols are subject to monitoring by the IRB and that the IRB office has the
authority to inspect research records associated with this protocol at any time. I you have guestions
about the IRB procedures or need any assistance from the Board, please contact Beth McTernan in 219
Cordell North (phone: 405-744-5700, beth mcternan@okstate edu).

Sincerely,

| Kennison, Ch

air
Institutional Review Board
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Oklahoma State University Institutional Review Board

Date: Tuesday, February 03, 2009

IRB Application No  BU093

Proposal Title: The Role of Emotional Attachment in Customer Co-Production Study 2
Reviewed and Expedited

Processed as:

Status Recommended by Reviewer(s): Approved Protocol Expires: 2/2/2010

Principal

Investigator(s):

Fernando Jimenez Kevin E Voss

405 Business 211 Business
Stillwater, OK 74078 Stillwater, OK 74078

The IRB application referenced above has been approved. Itis the judgment of the reviewers that the
rights and welfare of individuals who may be asked to participate in this study wil be respected, and that
the research will be conducted in a manner consistent with the IRB requirements as outlined in section 45
CFR 46

/r he final versions of any printed recruitment consent and assent documents bearing the IRB approvai
stamp are attached to this letter These are the versions that must be used during the study

As Principal Investigator, it is your responsibility to do the following:

1 Conduct this study exactly as it has been approved. Any modifications to the research protocol
must be submitted with the appropriate signatures for IRB approval

2 Submit a request for continuation if the study extends beyond the approval pericd of one calendar
year This continuation must receive IRB review and approval before the research can continue

3 Report any adverse events to the IRB Chair promptly Adverse events are those which are
unanticipated and impact the subjects during the course of this research; and

4 Notify the IRB office in writing when your research project is compiete

Please note that approved protocols are subject to monitoring by the IRB and that the IRB office has the
authority to inspect research records associated with this protocol at any time. If you have questions
about the IRB procedures or need any assistance from the Board, please contact Beth McTernan in 219
Cordell North (phone: 405-744-5700 beth mcternan@okstate edu)

ia Kennison, Chair
Institutional Review Board

208



VITA

Fernando Rafael Jiménez Arévalo
Candidate for the Degree of

Doctor of Philosophy

Dissertation: THE ROLE OF EMOTIONAL ATTACHMENTN CO-PRODUCTION

Major Field: Business Administration
Biographical:

Education: Graduated from the Universidad Auténai@lsEstado de México,
Toluca, México in March 2001 with a Bachelor of Swe degree in
Business Administration; received a Master in Széein International
Studies from Oklahoma State University, Stillwat@klahoma in
December 2005. Completed the requirements fodélgeee of Doctor
of Philosophy in Marketing at Oklahoma State Unsitgrin July 2009.

Experience: Worked as cash office for Nueva WattMa México S.A. de
C.V. from 1997-1999. Worked as outlet manageMisaflor in 2001.
Worked as consultant at Global Management Solufiams 2001-2003.
Employed as instructor from 1999-2003 at Univerdidaténoma del
Estado de México. Worked as instructor at Univegi8iglo XXI from
2002-2003. Employed by Universidad del Valle dex\é in 2003.
Employed as a graduate assistant in the Schootefational Studies
at Oklahoma State University from 2004-2005. Emptbas a graduate
teaching associate in the marketing departmenkih©ma State
University from 2005 to 2009.

Professional Memberships: American Marketing Aggam, Association for
Consumer Research, Academy of Marketing Science.



Name: Fernando R. Jiménez Arévalo Date of Degree: July, 2009
Institution: Oklahoma State University Location: Stillwater, Oklahoma
Title of Study: THE ROLE OF EMOTIONAL ATTACHMENT INCO-PRODUCTION

Pages in Study: 208 CandidatelerDegree of Doctor of Philosophy

Major Field: Business Administration

Scope and Method of Study: Drawing from an exhaadtierature review, | find that co-
production which is the customer’s hands-on parditton in making an object
and emotional attachment (EA) which reflects antemnal bond connecting an
individual with another entity, share common antlsces and consequences, thus
suggesting that they are related. This dissenatidends the emotional
attachment literature by: (1) examining the effeftsonsumer co-production on
the formation of EA, and (2) examining the rolgask enjoyment in the
reduction of EA from co-production. Based on retetheories, meaningful
relationships between EA and co-production are gsed and hypotheses were
stated. The hypotheses were tested by conduetim@xperimental studies.
Study one explores the role of EA created by calpetion and its effect on the
willingness to dispose of the object (WTD). EA posed to mediate the
relationship between customer co-production and \AIBo proposed is the
moderating effect of meness; which refers to thellef association of an object
and the self. | test these relationships usind@zproduction: low, high) x 2
(Meness: low high) between-subjects experimentsigtie In Study Two, |
investigate the impact of task enjoyment in thenfation of EA due to co-
production. | argue that by manipulating autonang creativity in the task,
WTD increases due to the mediation of task enjoyraed the reduction of EA to
the object. | test these relationships using aub(@my: low, high) x 2
(Creativity: low high). Both experiments were conthd in a lab setting where
participants were randomly assigned to one of tmelitions to engage in a co-
production exercise.

Findings and Conclusions:

The results of this dissertation add to the litee of emotional attachment and
customer co-production. The findings show thapoamduction and emotional
attachment are related when there is a high lévialsét enjoyment. This
emotional attachment in turn reduces the willingntesdispose of an object.
However, the results should be taken with cautiooesthere are major
generalizability and measurement limitations inghedy. More research is
needed to understand how customers value theicipation in the production of
their goods.

ADVISER’S APPROVAL: Dr.&in E. Voss




